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CURRENT TOPICS, 
We print elsewhere an order for the transfer of ten actions 
from Mr. Justice Byrnws, and ten actions from Mr. Justice 
Farwet., to Mr. Justice Bucxiuzy for the purpose only of 
hearing or of trial, 





TH8RE 18 one application for registration with an absolute title 
to leasehold land in London advertised in the 7imes this week. 





we hope to receive the views of our readers upon it. 
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On Wepwezsnay, in the course of the hearing of 
Lord Chief Justice observed that it was inconvenient 
in a case should be filed with the officer of the 
case was called on. Such papers should be left wi 
at least two days before the case came on for 
that it might then be ascertained that they 
any defects might be rectified. 
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were no profits to divide, and Vavtty, after obtaining from the 
defendant issory notes in respect of a moiety of the sums 
80 provided, became bankrupt. In an action on the promissory 
notes by Vaurin’s trustee in bankruptcy, the defendant set u 
the Act of 1892. Dante, J., held that the moneys shinuesk 
were paid in respect of an agreement for a partnership in backi 
horses, and that this agreement was not avoided by the Act of 
1892. The Court of Appeal held that the agreement was 4 
or wagering agreement within the Act of 1845, and that 
lore no action to recover the sums paid under it would lie. 
A similar decision, although not precisely in point, was given 
Le Lord Oorznmes, O.J., and Wis, J., in Zatam v. Reeve (41 
. R. 174), in which it was held that the Act of 1892 prevented 
the plaintiff from recovering money paid by him at the request of 
the defendant to persons with whom the defendant had lost bets. 





Tue case of Sea Insurance Co. (Limited) vy. Carr (reported 
elsewhere) is an illustration of the disadvantages to which the 
establishment of a special court for commercial cases gives rise. 
The commercial court is an excellent thing in itself, but there is 
no justification for restricting the advantages of its procedure to 
any particular class of cases, nor, when a case has once been put 
in the commercial list, is there any justification for allowing an 
appeal for the purpose of getting it transferred to the ordinary 
list. Such an appeal, though apparently countenanced by Barry v. 
Peruvian Corporation (Limited) (44 W. R. 487; 1896, 1 Q. B. 208), 
and now expressly sanctioned by the Court of Appeal in Sea Insur- 
ance Co. (Limited) v. Carr, simply blocks the action by allowing 
an additional interlocutory proceeding. As Lord Hatsspury 
says, it is almost impossible to lay down any definition of what is 
a commercial cause. According to the notice under which the 
court was established such causes “include causes arising out 
of the ordinary transactions of merchants and traders ; amongst 
others, those relating to the construction of mercantile documents, 
export or import of merchandize, affreightment, insurance, banking, 
and mercantile agency and mercantile usage.”” But the definition 
is not meant to be exhaustive, and when the judge of the com- 
court has once decided that any case is sufficiently 
connected with commerce to be a proper subject for his jurisdiction 
there should be an end of the matter. It is to be remembered that 
in Baerlein & Oo. v. Chartered Bank of India (43 W. R. 692; 
1895, 2 Ch. 288) it was distinctly laid down by Lixp.ey, L.J., 
that the commercial court existed merely for convenience in the 
disposal of business, and was just as much subject to the R. 8. C. 
as any other court. It “has no more power to dispense with 
evidence or to depart from the administration of the law in the 
ordinary way than any other court or judge.” This being so, 
plaintiff has once obtained the facilities for speedy trial 
court affords, it should not be possible for the defendant 

him of these facilities. The plaintiff has obtained 
more than every suitor would be entitled to if a practical 
the due administration of justice governed the whole 
urt, To give a judge immediate seisin of a cause 
im to put it in train for speedy settlement, is the only 
commercial court, and it is the only satisfactory 
i for the conduct of litigation. The t assumes, 
course, that as much consideration is bestowed on cases in the 
commercial court as elsewhere. 
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Am INTERESTING point on the validity of a mortgage by an | j 


infant was raised in Thurstan vy. Nottingham Building Society 
(reported elsewhere), the first reported decision of Joycz, J. In 
1896 the plaintiff, while an infant—she came of age in March of 
this year—was desirous of purchasing land for the purpose of 
exectang houses. She applied to the defendant society for an 
advance of £1,200, and offered the land and houses as security. 
application was accepted, the society being ignorant of the 

the land was conveyed to the plaintiff on the 21st of 

July, 1696, and on the following day was conveyed by the 
1 by way of mortgage. In October of 


was an infant, and they entered into possession of the mortgaged 
property and cateatonal the houses ata cost of £270. On attaining 
twenty-one the borrower commenced an action to have the mortgage 
deed declared void and the property delivered up, her object, it was 
stated, being to make use of the property for the purpose of repaying 
the advance by the society and also other money which she had 
borrowed in connection with the transaction. On the part of the 
defendants no allegation of fraud or misrepresentation was made. 
Under these circumstances, it would seem that, taking the mort- 
gage by itself, the plaintiff was entitled to have it set aside, how- 
ever hard such a result may seem on the mortgagees. Under 
section 1 of the Infants Relief Act, 1874, contracts by an infant 
for the repayment of money lent are absolutely void, and a deed 
shares the same fate. And a deed securing an advance is void, 
even though by reason of the advance being for necessaries 
an action will lie for the money: Martin v. Gale (25 W. R. 406; 
4 Ch. D. 428). On the other hand, when an infant has paid money 
under a contract the benefit of which he has had, he is not entitled 
on repudiating the contract to claim the return of the money: 
Valentini vy. Oavali (88 W. R. 331, 24 Q. B. D. 166). In the 
present case, however, Mr. Justice Joyce held that the mortgage 
was not to be taken by itself, but that the conveyance to the 
plaintiff and the mortgage by her were really one and the same 
transaction, and that she could not be permitted to affirm one 
part and to repudiate the other. Hence the mortgage was 
upheld. But inasmuch as no question seems to have arisen 
between the parties to the action as to the conveyance to the 
plaintiff, and the action was concerned only with the mortgage, 
it is not altogether clear how the plaintiff's conduct with regard 
to the conveyance was relevant; and the result, though obviously 
just, seems to be open to technical objection. 





Tat THE defendant in the libel case of Dowling v. Dods, 
tried last June before Danie, J., and a jury, should have 
declined to accept the extraordinary verdict given against him, 
will surprise no one, and the fact that the Court of Appeal has 
unhesitatingly set that verdict aside will certainly surprise no 
lawyer. The alleged libel was contained in a letter written by 
the defendant, a medical man, to the relieving officer of the 
parish in which the plaintiff lived. The letter stated that, 
to the best of the defendant’s knowledge or ability, the 
plaintiff was of unsound mind, gave certain facts justifying this 
opinion, and sug that the relieving officer should make 
inquiries. The defence was justification and privilege, and the 
judge held that the communication was privileged, but left the 

uestion of malice to the jury. The jury found that some of the 

alleged in the letter were untrue, that the letter was not 
written with due care or bond fide, and that there was express 
malice, and they gave the plaintiff substantial damages. The 
Court of A has held, however, that there was no evidence 
whatever which ought to have been left to the jury of malice or 
that the facts were untrue. Seldom has a jury given a 
more erse verdict, or a more mischievous one. It is 
hard to understand how the judge could have left the question 
to the jury, or why he refused to stay execution pending appeal. 
Under the Lunacy Acts it is the duty of the relieving officer of 
every parish to give notice to a justice of the peace of the fact 
when he has knowledge that any person in the parish is deemed 
to be a lunatic and not under proper control. The relievin 
see. ie tee. tos Eels em tng ol call 
ings for anything done in pursuance of the Acts, if done 
in faith and with reasonable care. The relieving 
officer of a large parish, however, cannot often have know- 
ledge of the existence of a lunatic in the parish except 
on the information of someone. If, then; a m has any 
reasonable for supposing that some other person isa 
lunatic is not under proper control, what ought he to do ? 
Ought he to silence and wait perhaps until a murder has 
been committed? Surely his ee course is to at once give 
information to the reli of his suspicions, and leave 
the responsibility to him. however, an action of libel is to 
be brought the informant in case his suspicions turn 
out to be unfounded, no one will like to take the 
risk of interfering, and the death of the suspected 





person or of some other person may be the conse- 
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quence. Therefore it is plainly the duty of relieving 
officers to communications of this. nature as strictly con- 
fidential, and a letter like that written by the defendant in 
Dowling v. Dods ought never to be disclosed to the suspected 
person or his representatives. When disclosed, however, it is 
the duty of a judge to see that the writer does not suffer, 
unless it is clearly proved that he acted from some improper 
motive, and was actuated by spite or malice, The letter 
of the defendant ought certainly never to have gone beyond 
the officer to whom it was written, and the judge ought never 
to have left the question to the jury. The Court of Appeal, 
in entering judgment for the defendant, has rectified a grave 
miscarriage of justice. 





« 


THE CURRENT number of the Law Quarterly Review contains 
an interesting article by Mr. J. W. Sarmonp on the theory of 
judicial precedents. According to a fiction which has prevailed 
more at common law than in equity it is the province of judges 
to declare the law and not to create it; but this fiction is well 
known to be opposed to actual fact, and the decisions of the 
courts rank as a legitimate and important source of law. “It 
must not be forgotten,” said Jesset, M.R., in Re Hallett 
(18 Ch. D., p. 710), in a passage which the writer of the article 
quotes, “‘ that the rules of courts of equity are not, like the rules 
of the common law, supposed to have been established from time 
immemorial, It is perfectly well known that they have been 
established from time to time—altered, improved, and refined 
from time to time. In many cases we know, the names of the 
Chancellors who invented them. No doubt they were invented 
for the purpose of securing the better administration of justice, 
but still they were invented.” And this, which is clearly true 
of the doctrines of equity, is true of the entire law. But if 
judicial decisions are “thus efficacious in creating law, it is 
important to ascertain the relation in which the decisions of 
various courts stand to each other and what degree of 
authority is to be attached to any particular decision. 
As a rule this is a question which raises no diffi- 
culty, though occasionally there are interesting pronouncements 
upon it. This happened, for instance, recently in the London 
Street Tramways Co. y. London County Council (46 W. R. 609; 
1898, A. C. 375), when the House of Lords was asked to review 
its own decision. “A decision of this. House,’”’ said Lord 
Hatspury, C., “once given upon a point of law is conelusive 
upon this House afterwards, and it is impossible to raise that 
question again as if it was res integra and could be re-argued, and 
so the House be asked to reverse its own decision.” With 
to judicial precedents generally, Mr. Satmenp divides them 
according as they are authoritative or persuasive. The former 
class consists for this country of the decisions of our own superior 
courts. Under the latter class are ranged (1) foreign decisions, 
notably of American courts; (2) the decision of superior courts in 
other portions of the British empire, including Irish courts; and 
(3) the decisions of the Privy Council in colonial cases. None of 
these decisions are authoritative in an English court, though their 
claims to respect— that is, to the rank of “ persuasive precedents ” 
~—has been frequently recognized. ‘* We are not bound,’’ it was 
said by the Court of Appeal in Leask v. Scott (2 Q. B. D., p 380), 
speaking of a decision of the Privy Council, “ by its authority, but 
we need hardly say that we should treat any decision of that tribunal 
with the greatest respect, and rejoice if we could agree with it.” 
And of course, as a matter of practice, the decisions of the Judicial 
Committee rank as precedents which can hardly be disregarded. 
In respect of decisions which are strictly authoritative, Mr. 
SaLMonD usefully distinguishes between decisions which are 
absolutely and conditionally authoritative. Absolutely authori- 
tative are the decisions of a higher court as regards a lower ; and 
the House of Lords and apparently the Court of Appeal respectively 
are absolutely bound by their own decisions. But in all other 
cases decisions of English courts are, in the phraseology of the 
article, only conditionally binding, and may be disregarded if they 
are thought to be wrong, unless, indeed, they have existed so long 
as to have a weight which outbalances their real inacouracy. The 
artiele contains a very useful examination into a subject of much 
practical importance. 





RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT JURIS- 
DICTION AND PRACTICE 
Tx past twelve months have certainly not been fruitful in 
Court decisions affecting the county courts, though the value of 
« dninishing it Many ens ky oe ae 
a diminishing quantity. ‘reasons possibly be g:ven 
by way of accounting for this state of things, but, doubtless, the 
ever-increasing familiarity with county court jurisdiction and 


procedure, on the part of litigants, practitioners, and 

court i sufficiently cautins tae, ameesinn ane 
number of decisions i —— present article. In 
dealing with these decisions it will be convenient to notice, in 
the first instance, those which affect the jurisdiction of the 
co courts. These:are only two in number. In Crystal 
Palace Gas Co. v. Idris (82 L. T. 200) it was held that where 
a lam) had been knocked down by the negligent driving of 
the defendants’ servant the plaintiffs could maintain an action 
for negligence im the county court against the masters, 


tion of the county courts under statutes—namely, ational 

Telephone Co.v. Tunbridge Wells 48 W.R. 686). It was 

there held that the effect of the T Act, 1892.(55 & 56 Vict. 

c. 59), is to destroy the right of to the county court from 
to sanction ions in 


the refusal of highway iti 

ores br ge oo thereunder) where the parties com- 
ining of ee ere or 

whom the Postmaster-General i 

section 5 of the said Act, the 


magistrate county 

any highway authority to give its consent to the P 

master-General placing telegraphs, &c., under a 

empowers a county court judge to hear and determine 
a “ difference,” ee Se “as if ae 

arbitrator under the Regulation of Railways Act, 1868.” 

follows from this decision that the persons to whom the Crown 

i cannot i 


1 
p 
Ei 
i 


en <a a questioned, the proper 
remedy is jon i county court judge was 
swine’ in tis vukeadtigealigp-onen the statate under 
which he to act provides, as it did in the case under 
consi , that he is to hear and determine the case “as 
if he were an arbitrator.” 
Next as to the removal of actions from the county court 
to the High Court. On this subject, the case of <Atferney- 
v. Lord Stanley of Alderley (1900, 1 Q. B. 256) 
merits attention. It was there held that the prerogative of 
the Crown, with to the removal to the revenue side 
of the Queen’s Bench Division of a county court action 
between two subjects (in whatever it may be) wherein 
the ts of the Crown are in » still exists, unim- 
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after the hearing of the information, is rightly made. In the 
case under consideration, the plaintiff was the surface owner of 
land, under which the Crown mining rights which had 
been assigned to the defendants as lessees, from whom the 
plaintiff claimed damages for trespass to the surface land. It 
was, therefore, quite obvious that the rights and interests of the 
Crown were in fact involved in the county court action. 

With regard to appeals from county courts, one decision 
claims notice—namely, Godman v. Moses (48 W. R. 689). It 
was held in that case, by the Court of Appeal, that they could 
give leave to appeal from a judgment of a Divisional Oourt 

ing the decision of the county court and refusing leave to 
appeal. This decision seems to be fully warranted by section 1, 
sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1894, which provides that 
the determination of any appeal by a Divisional Court shall be 
final “unless leave to appeal is given by that court or by the 
Court of Appeal.” Moreover, it accords with what was held by 
the Court of Appeal, last year, in Holland v. Girling, which was 
commented on in these columns when decided (43 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNaL, p. 600). 

On the important subject of costs reference must be made to 
the case of Wright § Sons v. Bull (1900, 2 Q. B. 124). There 
the plaintiffs sued the defendant in the High Court, where they 
recovered, by judgment under order 14, a portion of their 
claim—namely, £8 14s., leave to defend as to the residue of the 
claim being given to the defendant, who ultimately obtained 
judgment in the county court where the action was directed to 
be tried. No order as to costs having been made, it was held 
that the plaintiffs having succeeded in the action in recovering 
the sum of £8 14s. by means of the procedure prescribed by 
order 14, the defendant was not entitled to costs, although he 
had obtained judgment in the county court, in respect of the 
balance of plaintiffs’ claim. Though this decision did certainly 
involve a hardship to the defendant, who successfully resisted in 
the county court the payment of the only portion of the plaintiffs’ 
claim which he ever disputed, it is technically justified by what 
was held in previous cases (see White v. Headland’s Patent Electric 
Storage Battery Co. (47 W. R. 273; 1899, 1 Q. B. 207), Keeble v. 
Bennett (42 W. RB. 539 ; 1894, 2 Q. B. 329) ), which establish that 
as an action remitted to the county court from the High Court 
isone action, incapable of being split into two by the remitting 
order, the costs recoverable depend upon the total amount 
adjudged to be due before and after such order has been made 
and acted upon. Whether, in the case under consideration, the 
county court judge could have ordered the costs down to the 
recovery of the £8 14s. to be paid by the defendant, and the 
rest of the costs to be borne by the plaintiffs, seems doubtful, 
and Rivxey, J., expressed an opinion unfavourable to the exist- 
ence of such a discretion. While dealing with the subject of 
costs it may be useful to mention that it has recently been 
decided that an action is not maintainable in the High Court 

an order for the payment of costs made in the county 
court (Furber y. Taylor, 48 W.R. 689), though an action can 
now be brought upon such an order when made in the High 
Court: see Godfrey v. George (44 W. R. 245; 1896, 1 Q. B. 48), 
Pritchett v. English and Colonial Syndicate (47 W. R. 577; 1899, 2 
Q. B. 428). 

With reference to szecutions in the county court, one recent 
case should be noted—namely, Davis v. Harris (48 W. RB. 445; 
1900, 1 Q. B. 729), which, though decided upon section 4 of the 
Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 21), 
equally interprets section 147 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 
It was there held that the term “ bedding” in these two enact- 
ments must be taken to include a bedstead used as part of his 
sleeping accommodation by a person, and a bedstead is therefore 
privileged from distress under the first-named statute and from 
execution under the latter. 


The results of the Bar examinations for the Michaelmas term have, says 
the Westminster Gazette, just been announced, Fifty-four candidates have 
passed the Final Examination, a somewhat high proportion of 72 per cent. 
of those examined. In the three other examinations, seventy-eight, fifty- 
seven, and sixty-four have passed tively, and the proportion of 

has not been so considerable as usual. The Honours Examina- 
tions do not as yet find very much favour among the students, most of 
are quite contented with a third class, and the first clase represents 
per cent. of the whole number of those examined. 
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THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE COMPANIES 
ACT, 1900. 
II. 


In the previous article we gave an outline of the leading pro- 
visions of the new Companies Act. In considering more in detail 
the changes which it will effect in the formation and management of 
companies, it will be convenient to distinguish between provisions 
which affect (1) existing and new companies alike, (2) new com- 
panies which go to the public for subscriptions, (3) existing 
companies which offer future issues to the public, (4) new 
companies which do not go to the public, and (5) new companies 
limited by guarantee. By a new company is to be understood a 
company which is registeréd under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 
1900, after the 31st of December next. 


I.—Existinc AND NEw ComPanlirzs. 


The provisions of the Act of 1900 which affect both existing 
and new companies incorporated under the Companies Acts— 
some of them, however, being confined to companies which are 
limited by shares—may be arranged under the heads of (1) 
certificate of incorporation, (2) directors’ qualification shares, (3) 
allotment of shares, (4) conversion of stock into shares, (5) extra- 
ordinary meetings, (6) annual summary and lists of directors, (7) 
registration of mortgages and charges, (8) audit, (9) winding up, 
and (10) defunct companies. 

1. Certificate of Incorporation.—By section 18 of the Act of 
1862 it 1s provided that, upon registration of the memorandum 
and articles of association,-the registrar shall certify that the 
company is incorporated, and such certificate is “ conclusive 
evidence that all the requisitions of this Act in respect of regis- 
tration have been complied with’’; and Part VII., which allows 
companies already incorporated to registér under the Acts, pro- 
vides by section 192 that “a certificate of incorporation given at 
any time to any company registered in pursuance of this part of 
this Act shall be conclusive evidence that all the requisitions herein 
contained in respect of registration under this Act have been 
complied with, and that the company is authorized to be registered 
under this Act.’ These enactments would seem by themselves to 
be amply sufficient to forbid any going behind the certificate of 
incorporation, and such was the opinion of Lord CHELMsrorp, C., 
in Oakes vy. Turquand (L. R. 2 H. L., p. 354), when he said: 
“IT think the certificate prevents all recurrence to prior matters 
essential to registration, amongst which is the subscription of a 
memorandum of association by seven persons.” Nevertheless, 
in Re National Debenture Oorporation (39 W. RK. 707; 1891, 
2 Ch. 505) it was held that the certificate was not, by virtue of 
section 18, conclusive as to due signature of the memorandum of 
association, and evidence on this point was taken. 

Section 1 (1) of the Act of 1900 is intended to defeat the 
astuteness which the courts have shewn in getting round sections 
18 and 192 of the Act of 1862, and it is now enacted that a “ certifi- 
cate of incorporation given by the registrar in respect of any 
association shall be conclusive evidence that all the requisitions of 
the Companies Acts in respect of registration and of matters pre- 
cedent and incidental thereto have been complied with, and that 
the association is a company authorized to be registered and duly 
registered under the Companies Acts.” The incorporation of a 
company is to take effect from the date of incorporation mentioned 
in the certificate of incorporation (sub-section 3), and by sub- 
section 4 the section applies to all certificates of incorporation, 
whether given before or after the passing of the Act. All existing 
certificates are, therefore, made absolutely conclusive as to the 
due incorporation of the company. In applying for a certificate 
after the 31st of December next it will be necessary to produce to 
the registrar a statutory declaration of compliance with “the requi- 
sitions of the Companies Acts in respect of registration and of 
matters precedent and incidental thereto,” and the registrar may 
accept it as sufficient evidence of such compliance. The declara- 
tion will be made by the solicitor engaged in the formation of the 
company, or by a person named in the articles of association as a 
director or secretary. The requirements for registration, it may 
be noticed, are very few. Seven or more persons associated for a 
lawful purpose must sign a memorandum of association (section 6 
of the Act of 1862), containing the matters specified in section 8 ; 
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each must sign for one share at least and the signature must be 
attested by one witness ; and the memorandum and articles must 
be registered. Practically, therefore, the statutory declaration can 
only be required to prove the signature of the memorandum by 
seven persons. The registrar will have before him the means of 
satisfying himself as to compliance with all the other conditions for 
the registration of the company. The Act of 1900 is silent as to 
the interest of the persons by whom the memorandum is to be 
signed, and indirectly it gives legislative sanction to the formation 
of “ one-man companies” such as the company which was upheld 
by the House of Lords in Salomon vy. Salomon & Oo. (45 W. R. 
193; 1897, A. C. 22). 
2. Directors’ Qualification Shares.—‘* I am one of those,” said 
Liyptey, L.J., in Re Wheal Buller Consols (36 W. R. 723, 38 
Ch. D., p. 50), “ who think that the law on this subject is not on 
a satisfactory footing, and that it would be just for a person who 
acts as director to be held liable for the shares without which he 
had no right to act, but that does not enable us to infer an 
agreement to take them.” In accordance with this dictum it is 
settled that the mere acting by a director in his office does not 
imply an agreement to take the qualification shares. The case, 
however, is frequently met by a special form of article, under 
which a director who does not obtain the shares within a specified 
time is to be deemed to have agreed to take them from the 
company, and such a form is effectual to fix the director with 
liability for the shares : Re Anglo-Austrian Printing Co., Isaac’s 
case (40 W. R. 518; 1892, 2 Ch. 158). The acting as a director 
of a company which is subject to such an article implies an agree- 
ment to be bound by the article—i.e., an agreement to be liable 
for the shares. It would have been in accordance with the trend 
of judicial opinion had this liability been expressly imposed on 
directors by the new Act, and in effect this is done by section 2 
of the Act of 1900 in the case of directors of new companies 
whose names are inserted in a prospectus; but with to 
directors generally the Act stops short of imposing liability for 
shares, and is content to insure that if a director will not obtain 
his qualification, neither shall he go on acting in the office. 
Under section 3 it is the-duty of every director not already 
qualified to obtain his qualification within two months after his 
appointment, or within such shorter time as may be fixed by the 
regulations of the company. In default of his doing so his office 
will be vacated, and if he continues to act he will be liable to pa 
to the company a sum of £5 a day. Moreover, till he obtains his 
qualification shares he cannot be re-appointed a director. The 
entire section depends, however, upon the regulations of the com- 
pany requiring a share qualification for directors, and it will still 
be possible for directors to be exempt from the necessity of 
holding any shares at all in the company. 

8. Allotment of Shares.—The provisions of section 7 with 
regard to the returns of allotments of shares will be chiefly used 
in connection with new companies, but they apply equally in all 
cases of companies limited by shares, whether old or new, and 
whether going to the public or not. Hitherto, as is well known, 
the issue of paid-up shares has been dependent on section 25 of 
the Act of 1867, and that section has been responsible for a vast 
amount of litigation and hardship. Under it every share was to 
be deemed to be issued subject to the payment of the whole 
amount thereof in cash, unless otherwise determined by a contract 
in writing filed with the registrar. In lieu of this section what 
was really required was a return to the registrar of all shares 
issued otherwise than for cash, with a statement of the considera- 
tion for which they were issued. The Legislature has adopted 
this plan, and whenever a company makes an allotment, returns 
will have to be filed with the registrar within one month shewing 
(a) the number and nominal amount of the shares comprised in 
the allotment, the names, addresses, and description of the 
allottees, and the amount (if any) paid or due and payable on 
each share ; and (4) the number and nominal amount of shares 
allotted in whole or in part for a consideration other than cash, 
the extent to which they are to be treated as paid-up, and the 
consideration for which they have been allotted. 


or in making the above returns the penalty will now lie on the 
officers of the company, and not, as hitherto, in cases of default in 
complying with section 25, on the allottees of the shares. Section 7 
(1) (6) of the present Act requires that in the case of shares allotted 
in whole or in part for a consideration other than cash a contract 
in writing constituting the title of the allottee to such allotment, 

together with any contract for sale, or for services or other con- 
sideration in t of which such allotment was made, such 
contracts being duly stamped, must be filed with the registrar. 

In future, therefore, it will be necessary upon any issue of shares 

as fully paid up, to file, not only the usual sub-contract, which is 

apparently intended by the phrase “ contract constituting the title 

of the allottee to the allotment,” but also the principal contract by 

which the issue is provided for. 

The phrase “ consideration other than cash” will probably be 
found to correspond to the phrase “subject to the whole amount 
thereof in cash ’’ in the repealed section 25, and the cases which 
have been decided on the latter phrase will be applicable. Hence 
payment by set-off of a payment due from the company against 
the sum due in cash on the shares will be a payment in cash in 
accordance with Spargo’s case (L. R. 8 Ch. 407), and the recent 
confirmation of that case by the Privy Council in Zarocgue v. 
Beauchemin (1897, A.C. 358) and North Sydney Investment Co. v. 
Higgins (1899, A. C. 263), notwithstanding the doubts which have 
been expressed by Lord Hatspury (see Ooregum Gold Mining 
Co. v. Roper, 1892, A. C. 125). 

4. Conversion of Stock into Shares—By section 12 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, a company limited by shares, if 
authorized to do so by its articles as originally framed, or as 
altered by special resolution, is empowered to convert its paid-up 
shares into stock, notice being given to the registrar (section 28). 
Section 29 of the present Act allows a re-conversion of stock into 
shares, provided similarly that power for this purpose is given by 
the original or altered articles. 








REVIEWS. 
MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. 


LEcTURES ON MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE AND Toxicolocy. By 
Frep. J. Siren, M.D. (Oxon.). J. & A. Churchill. 


The author of these lectures m 


odestly the opinion that but 
Y | for the request of Muums. J. & A. Oberchill be would nat 


have published them, as after the excellent treatises of Messrs. Dixon, 
Mann, and Luff there is no room for another text-book on the subject. 


We differ from Dr. Smith’s opinion. There was room for what 
we may call, without disrespect, a primer on ical juri 
and Dr. Smith has supplied what is needed. His style is clear and 


his matter excellent, and we can conceive of no better introduction to 
large” than his manual. In a second edition leading 
cases should be cited. 





WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION. 


THE WoRKMEN’s COMPENSATION Acts, 1897 anD 1900. By ALBERT 
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These returns will give in short form all the information which 
there is any need to make — in regard to the issue of shares, 
The Legislature, however, has also re-enacted in stricter form the | 


requirement of filed contracts, though for any omission in filing to those who are called upon to deal the 


Clowes & Sons (Limited). 
This collection of cases will, like the volume, be of service 
questions arising 
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under the Act of 1897. Of the fifty cases reported in this volume a 
considerable number do not appear elsewhere, and several county 
court decisions are given. The cross-references between decisions 
bearing on the same point should be useful. 





RULING CASES. 


Rutine Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RosERT 
CaMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by other Members 
of the Bar. With AmerIcAN NoTEs, by LEONARD A. JONES, 
A.B., LL.B. (Harv.). Vou. XXI.: PAYMENT—PURCHASER FOR 
Vatuz. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The issue of ,the twenty-first volume of this notable series of 
leading cases shews that very substantial progress has been made 
with the work. The first volume is dated in 1894, so that an average 
of three volumes a year has been maintained, a very creditable 
achievement when the amount of work to be done in selecting and 

ing the cases, and in compiling the notes, is taken into 
account. The present volume includes several important titles, 
amongst them being ‘‘ Payment,” ‘Perpetuities,” ‘ Pilotage,” 
“ Power,” “ Principal and Surety,” and ‘‘ Purchaser for Value with- 
out Notice.” Under these there are many cases reported in full to 
which it is convenient to have ready access. ‘‘ Perpetuities” 
naturally introduces Cadell v. Palmer (1 Cl. & F. 372), and the more 
recent cases on the subject which have gone to the House of Lords 
are stated at considerable length in the notes. A series of twenty- 
three “ ruli cases” are given under the head of ‘‘ Powers.” 
‘* Purchaser for Value” opens with Bassett v. Nosworthy (Rep. temp. 
Finch, 102), and includes Le Neve v. Le Neve (Ambl. 436); while 
a the more recent cases selected under this head are Patman v. 
Harland (17 Ch. D. 353), which is a warning against too 
implicit a reliance on the provisions of the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, and Ind, Coope, & Co. v. Emmerson (12 App. Cas. 300), where 
the plea of purchase for value without notice was held not to save 
the defendants from discovery of documents of title. Under 
“* Principal and Surety ” is given the recent case of Rowse v. Bradford 
Banking Co. (1894, A. C. 586), and Wolmershausen v. Gullick (1893, 
2 Ch. 514) is included by means of a cross-reference to a former 
_ “ Personal Property,” which is also one of the titles in the 
is too wide a subject for detailed se te treatment, but it 
the occasion for introducing Colonial Bank v. Whinney (11 
Cas. 426), a case of great importance with regard to the title to 
upon the bankruptcy of the shareholder. The series, when 
llete, will form a very valuable addition to the library of the 
practitioner, and its utility is enhanced by the free use made of recent 
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Selden Society: Beverley Town Documents. Edited for the Selden 
Society by Antuvur F. Lzacn, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at- 
Law. Bernard Quaritch. 

An Exposition of the Principles of Estoppel by Misrepresentation. 
y Jous §. Ewart, Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada. Stevens & Sons 

). Price 25s. 

A Practical Guide to Company Law as Amended by the Companies 
Act, 1900, with Forms. By Epwarp Manson, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Lew. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

Sweet and Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers for 1901. Edited by 
Prascis A. Srzinczr, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
and J. Jousstox, of the Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Lawyers’ Companion and Diary and London and Provincial 
Law for 1901, with Tables of Costs, New Stamp Duties, 
a o Courts, _— to Sage ay Public Statutes 

, Legal Business ¢ Month, Oaths in Supreme Court, 
Estate, and Succession Duties, Legal Time, Interest, Discount, 
and other &. Edited by E. Layvuan, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 


Pifty-fifth Aunual Issue. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Shaw & Sons. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


SOLICITORS’ ACCOUNTS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—As cashier to a firm of solicitors for a number of years, I have 
read with considerable interest the paper by Mr. Godden on this 
subject, which appears in your issue of Saturday last, and should be 
obliged by your vies me a for a few remarks thereon. 

I hope that solicitors generally are not such bad accountants as the 
paper would indicate to an outsider, and yet I agree with the idea that 
articled clerks should, before admission, be required to give proof 
of some proficiency in the important subject of book-keeping. 

Kain’s system of solicitors’ book-keeping by double entry is, I believe, 
in Lorwe A general use in the provinces ; but, strange to say, Mr. Godden 
practically ignores it. This system incorporates the cash book proper 
with the journal, and brings into one book all the transactions con- 
nected with figures, whether cash, by bank, or between ledger accounts ; 
and illustrations of its practical utility would have been much better 
than the laboured points which Mr. Godden tries to drive home. 

In my office Kain’s system (with certain improvements suggested by 
experience) has been in use for over thirty years, and has never failed 
to give satisfaction. Indeed it works so well that a modified form of 
it is used by us in the keeping of all our trust accounts. 

With regard to the question of separate banking accounts for clients’ 
moneys, I may say that this system of separation was commenced in our 
office eight years ago, by the opening of an account at a different bank, 
called “clients’ account.’’ Into this are paid all sums belonging to 
clients as and when received, from the 3s. fire premium paid to us as 
agents for an insurance company, tothe hundreds of pounds left in our 
hands for investment, or for road-making payments, &c. ; and no cheque 
is drawn on this account, for any client, unless the amount is actually 
there to his credit, 

As regards costs debited against clients whose accounts are in credit, 
a simple memo. or tally, is preserved of these (made up when the 
accounts are approved by the client) and periodcally (say half-yearly, 

uarterly, or oftener, if need be) cleared by a cheque drawn on the 
clients’ account in favour of the office account, as “ adjustments.” 

When this clients’ bank account was first commenced, our cash 
journal had only one set of bank columns, and consequently, all the 
amounts paid in to or drawn out of that account, had to be posted to a 
ledger account ; but latterly we have had a special cash journal made 
with extra blank columns, and thus saved labour. 

Any advances made to clients are paid out of the office account, 
consisting purely of principal’s own money, whether capital or arising 
from paid bills. With regard to the expenses of this separate banking 
account (i.e., commission and — stamps) these have up to now been 
covered by the interest allowed on the account, which naturally 
is always in credit and cannot be overdrawn. The bankers here make 
no difficulty about different accounts, but from experience we judged it 
best to have the office account at one bank and the client’s account at 
another, thus minimizing the risk of errors between the two accounts 
on our part, and a impossible on the part of the bankers. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that if a solicitor has an intelligent, 
competent, and trustworthy book-keeper, and from time to time looks 
over the cash journal himself, with an understanding eye, the frequent 
recourse to the services of a professional auditor—upon which Mr. 
Godden lays so much stress—could be very nearly dispensed with, and 
the expense thereof saved. If his advice as to monthly audits was 
adopted, a solicitor would have to spend a good percentage of his earn- 
ings in auditor's fees. In this connection 1 may say that my firm’s books 
have been for the last fourteen years kept by one clerk, and, being. 
checked by analysis at each half-yearly balancing, it has not been found 
necessary to have them audited for the last twelve years ; and with our 
system the principal has not, personally, to devote one quarter of the 
time to his books that Mr. Godden advocates. “ CALOOLATORE.” 

Sheffield, Nov. 5. 





ALSATIA, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—Although the Act of 1623, to which you refer in last week’s 
issue, abolished “sanctuary or privilege of sanctuary,” the privileges 
of the District of Whitefriars continued down te 1697, in which year 
an Act was passed which finally abolished the “notorious and 
scandalous practices used in many privileged places” mentioned in it. 
In the list of these “ White Friers” stande first, and, amongst the rest, 
the names of two other localities are not unfamiliar to frequenters of 
Holborn and Gray’s-inn-road—viz., Fuller’s-rents and Baldwin’s- 





Qa 
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gardens, Dr. Brewer, in his “ Dictionary of Phrase and Fable,” says 
that Cunningham thinks that the name“ Alsatia” was borrowed from 
Alwace in France, which, being a frontier of the Rhine, was everlastingly 
the seat of war and refuge of the disaffected, The manners and customs 
| of the dwellers in Alsatia are fully described in Sir Walter Scott's 

novel, “The Fortunes of Nigel.” E. G. Anamn, 
Exeter, Nov. 6. 
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[To the Editor of the Solieitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—There is an interesting account of “Alsatia” in Sir Walter 
Scott’s novel “The Fortunes of Nigel.” He says, “ Whitefriars, 
adjacent to the Temple, then well known by the cant name of Alsatia, 
had at this time (reign of James I.) and for nearly a century ef 
the privilege of a sanctuary, unless against the writ of the Lord Chief 


Justice, or of the Lords of the Privy Council.” Alsatia was, agen. | arrange 


to Scott, ruled over by “Duke Hildebrod,” described as the 
pao of the liberties of Alsatia. When Nigel came before Hilde- 
rod the latter had beside him “a broken attorney, who, for some mal- 
practices, had been struck from the roll of practitioners, and who had 
nothing left of his profession, excepting its roguery.” This worthy ex- 
attorney objected to Nigel being e free of the sanctuary on the 
grounds “ that the queer old chief would sweep the streets of Alsatia 
from the Strand to the Stairs ; and it was even policy to think what 
evil might come to their republic by sheltering an p Se in such cir- 
cumstances.” Nigel was a Scotchman. The whole account of Alsatia 
in this book is worth perusal. W. P. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


> Sir,—Referring to your remarks on the use of the term Alsatian, in 

Ex parte Saffery (4 Ch. D., at p. 561), James, LJ., says: “The Stock 

a is not an Alsatia.” 8S. J. E. Hastrves. 
29, Trinity-square, Borough, S.E., Nov. 7. 





THE BANK OF ENGLAND AND POWERS OF ATTORNEY BY 
PERSONS RESIDENT ABROAD. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Any person resident out of England has, I understand, the 
right, by executing a simple deed called a general power of attorney, to 
appoint some other person resident in England his agent or “ attorney,” 
to sign his name, transact all his business, and generally act as his 
representative there so far as can be, “as effectually as he could act 
for himself.” 

The right is one of some importance, and I wish to ask you why it is 
that in one important particular a large curtailment of, it has been 
introduced and is tolerated ? 

If an attorney, acting under a power of this nature, sells on behalf of 
his principal a sum of Consols or other stock registered at the Bank of 
England, and presenting his power at the bank for inspection, claims 
to transfer the stock into the purchaser’s name in their books, he is 
met by a positive refusal of the bank under any circumstances to 
permit such a transaction. The bank will supply a special form of 
power, to be executed by the stock-holder, if abroad, in the presence 
of three witnesses, one of whom must be a consul or other dignitary. 
After being acted on, this power will be kept by the bank. 

The results of this requirement are obvious, and as they must be 
within every solicitor’s experience I will not dwell on them further 
than to point out that in some cases the transfer of the stock has to 
await the holder’s return, while in very many more it can only be 
effected at the cost of great delay, trouble, and expense. 

Now of the constitution of the bank I know, and am concerned to 
know, nothing ; but only two alternatives are possible. Either (1) the 
bank are permitted (or even et by their Actsor charters to 
refuse to act on any powers of attorney but those prepared and after- 








shall be brought or maintained to recover 


learned judge had no jurisdiction to transfer the action to the 
list as it was not a commercial 

order of the judge on the that the cause was 
cause: Barry i Ww ; 


no 

Mathew, J., to transfer the cause was not an “‘ order ”’ within the meaning 

of section 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873, from which an lay. 

Even if an ap’ lay, the cause was a commercial cause, therefore 
the court would not interfere. E 

Tus ‘Covert (Lord Hatssuny, C., A. L. Surrsn, M.B., ‘and Cotzmss, 


L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Hatssvry, O., said that the court were bound by the decision in 
Barry v. Peruvian Corporation that a could appeal from an order 
transferring a cause to the commercial list upon the ground that the 
was not a commercial cause. That decision, in his opinion, was 
The question remained whether this was a commercial cause. The action 

ised very serious questions of international law, as to the effect of a 
proclamation of the Sultan of Muscat and a decree of the court in 
Muscat. The only possible commercial element was that the 
were on board a ship. That fact alone did not make the cause a commer- 
cial cause. For these reasons the ap should be allowed. 

A. L. Surrn, M.R., and Coxurs, -» concurred.—Covnsst, Sir BR. B. 
Finlay, A.G., and R. B. D. Acland ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and F. W. 
Alollams. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury; Hollams, Sons, Coward, 


Hawksley. 
[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.) 


SAFFERY +. MAYER. No.1. 5th Nov. 
Gaumxc—Money Pam om Respsecr or a Gawmxe Contract—8 & 9 Vict. 
c. 109—Gamxe Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vier. c. 9), s. 1. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of Darling, J., at the trial of an 
action without a jury. The action was brought by the trustee in the 
bankruptcy of one Claude Vautin to recover the sum of £433 Ids. 9d, 
principal and interest due under three promissory notes given to Vautin by 
the defendant. The defence was that the notes were gi in 

a contract or agreement rendered null and void by § 
and that therefore by reason of the ; 

was not entitled to recover. The having invented a 
scheme for making money by backing horses, applied to Vautin to 
advance money for the purpose of working the scheme. 

a sum of £500, and the defendant, who had n 
took to be ible for half that amount. It was arranged that 
defendant was to be D for i and 
the profits were to be divided between Vautin and the defendant. 
whole of the money advanced was lost, and at the defendant 
Vautin advanced another sum of £50, but refused 
any more until the defendant had pad him £250, 
amount originally advanced. The 

the three promissory notes the subject-matter of the 
notes for £150 each, and one note for £100. The notes 
£250, half the sum 
and a further sum of £100 lent by Vautin to the defendant 
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wards kept by themselves ; or (2) they have no more right than any | At the trial . a judgment for reapey 
: “ fund for the 
other person or corporation to refuse to allow a lawfully constituted | fact that the sam was advanced by Vautin to s 
attorney to act on his principal’s behalf. benefit of the defendant and himeelt, and was in the nature of pextnerstip 
In the first alternative, 1 submit that fresh legislation is clearly capital, — void by 8 & 9 Viet. 

i respect of a contract or t rendered null and e 
called for ; in the second, that the bank ought at once to be brought to | jo and that therefore sued upon was not null and 
their senses. ATTORNEY. | void by the Gaming Act, 1892. The t from this judgment 

London, Nov. 1. except so far as the loan of £1 concerned. The following cases were 
cited : Tatam v. Reeve (1893, 1 Q. B. 44), Mattos v. Benjamin . @ LJ. 
Q. B. 248), Burge ¥. Ashley § Smith (Limited) (1900, 1 Q. B. 744), Thaneites 
CASES OF THE WEEK. V. Condthwowite q 1 Ch. 496 

Tur Cover (A. L. Surrs, M.R., and Couns and Srranove, L.JJ.) allowed 
Court of Appeal. the appeal of ion that, on oat nde of the learned judge, - 

wi . one of a 
SEA INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) v. CARR, No. t. Ist Nov. ae hyp tm contract, and that the case of 


Practics—Arrrat—CommercraL Cause—TRransrerrine Action To 
Commerctat List—Jvunisprcrron or Covrr or Arprat. 


Appeal from an order of Mathew, J., at chambers, transferring the 
actina to the list of commercial causes. ‘The action was brought in the 
Queen’s Bench Division against the defendant, who was in command of 
H.M.8. Lapwing, to recover the value of certain arms which had been 
seized by him*on board the steamship BalwAistan in the Persian Gulf. 
The arms had been uivest by Mesars, Fracis, Times, & Co., who had 


Tatam v. Reeve was . 
Q.¢., and H. Kiseh, Soxrcrrons, Geeil 4. Laonkey > 


tly decided.—Cornsat, yn4 Atheriey~Jones, 
(Reported by F. @, Rockea, Barristereat-Law.. 
DOUGLAS +. BOLAM. No.2. 25th Oct. 


Jvprean, Trosrrar —Apromment or New Tacstes— Revectron or 


Nominees or Appurcanr—Jvrisprerren oF Corr ro Arromt 
Prason—Jevrerat Tavsrers Act, 1896 (69 & 60 Vier. o. 5), s. 1) @. 


insured them with the plaintiffs. The havi the . to the 
brought this action to raeee from cae the re gh paid bp jurisdiction of court to appoint a judicial trustee m a case where 
them. The defendant justified the selzure under a proclamation of the | exception was taken to the person A Sy The facts 
Sultan of Muscat and a decree of the court in Muscat. Upon the | were as follow: On the ind of August, I89s, ey 





application of the plaintiffs, Mathew, J., transferred the action to the | 
commercial list, The defen 


dant appealed, and contended that the | 1885, In 1899 Broadway desired to retire, and the tenant for Bi, « 
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widow, issued a summons asking that E. Brewis, the husband of one of 
her daughters, might be appointed in his stead. Subject to the interest of 
the tenant for life her four daughters were entitled to the settled property. 
By the settlement the tenant for life had power “‘'to exercise any statutory 
power of appointing a new trustee or new trustees.’” Broadway, in a 
notice which he gave to the court under rule 23 (1) of the rules of 1897, 
suggested that J. M. Winter should be appointed his successor, and this 
RY was su ed by the daughters, except Mrs. Brewis. 
ich, J., appointed Winter. The tenant for life and Mrs. Brewis 


& Covrt (Lord Atverstonr, O.J., and Ricsy and VavcHan 
Wuu1uxs, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstoneg, C.J., said Fae it was contended on behalf of the 
a if a person who was entitled under section 1 (1) of the 
J Trustees Act, 1896, to move the court aname and that 
name was not satisfactory, the jurisdiction of the court was limited by 
sub-section 3 to appointing an official of the court, and that there was no 
power to appoint a third person. He thought that that.was too narrow a 
view. To adopt this view would be to cut down the discretion of the 
court by putting the nomination of the judicial trustee in the hands of the 
person who made the application. In his opinion sub-section 1 was the 
proper sub-section which governed the present case, and sub-section 3 
only dealt with the special case of the nominee of the applicant being the 
only person before the court. 

Ricsy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Vavenan WiiuiaMs, L.J., concurred. —Counset, Coldridge ; Tomlin. 
Sourcrrors, Poole § Robinson ; Flux & Leadbitter. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrgtixc, Barnster-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THURSTAN +. NOTTINGHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY. Joyce, J. Ist Nov. 


Inrantr—Mortcace to Burprmec Socrery—Mortcacre im Possession— 
Rieur to Repvpiate. 


This, the first case decided by Joyce, J., was an action with witnesses 
t by a married woman to set aside a mortgage deed executed by 
while an infant, and claiming to have the mortgage deed cancelled 
the title deeds to the property comprised therein handed over to her, 
to recover possession of the mortgaged which had been 
by the mortgagees. It appeared that the plaintiff, while still only 
nineteen years of age, applied through her husband to become a member 
of the defendant building society. She was duly by the society as 
a member, it being unknown that she was still an infant, and the society 
— ee: a —< Rteedale was to be secured by a mort- 
gage of certain which s to buy, and upon which she proposed 
to build houses. The land was duly conveyed to the plaintiff as rod nt nr 
estate by an indenture dated the 21st of July, 1898, and on the next day 
legal mortgage of the land and houses to the defendants was executed by 
her. In October, 1898, the defendants for the first time discovered that 
the plaintiff was an infant, and they thereupon took possession of ‘the 
property and had ever since been in of the rents and 
profits. The amount advanced by them up to that date was £1,070, and 
they had also expended £27( on the completion of the houses commenced 
the plaintiff, while the plaintiff had repaid three instalments of £10 4s. on 
and repayment of principal. For the plaintiff it was 
argued that the covenant contained in the was clearly void under 
section 1 of the Infants’ Relief Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 62) ; whilst the con- 
veyance of the property was void because the infant was under an absolute 
to convey: Hearlev. Greenbank (3 Atk., at p. 712, yer Lord Hard- 
Wicke). Even if the covenant was not void it was at least voidable. The state- 
ment often made that an infant is liable upon contracts for his or her benefit 
wae not accurate—the truth being that could be made binding if the 
infant were brought before the court during infancy. In support of this 
reference was made to Stikeman ¥. Dawson (1 De G. & Sm. 90), 
Ez parte Jomes (18 Ch. D). 109), Martin ¥. Gale (25 W. B. 406, 4 Ch. D. 428, 
at p. 421), Jones v. Ingham (41 W. BR. 235; 1893, 1 Oh. 382), Clements v. 
London and North-Western Railway Co. (42 W. B. 663; 1894, 2 Q. B. 481), 
a v. Vesey (70 W. B. 648,20 Ch. D. 611), Manners vy. Mew (29 Ch. D. 
7%). The defendants replied that the action could 
the attempt was to obtain the land without repaying the money 
i after 


or she conld plead oimey? test 

an action of detinne for the goods 

of the infant. There was no case in 
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LLY 


3 
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which an infant hed been permitted to repudiate of 
whilst ‘hn seans tl teas chats ‘alieining teas ee 


to 
allotted and sccepting them with the liabilities attached, ss, for 
example, Holmes v. Blogg (8 Taunt. 09), Valentini ¥. Canali (28 W. BR. 331, 
“AQ B.D. 105), Cork and Bandon Railway Co. 4. Carene (10 Q. B. 936), 
Korth - Watern Railoay  . M Michael (5. Hi 4): 
that the Building Societies Act, 1874 (37 & 
\ poate payne aca thar ape” oe Ay socletion, 
section 4 gave them power to give all necessary acquit- 
with section 71 of the mame Act and the 
mortgage such as 


ft 
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was able to execute 4 


S 
S 
°F 
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Joxcn, 1 ~The tate A this case are senplitty iteclf. [His lordsbip 
‘] It ts true that the deeds were 








Ever since I have understood the facts of the case I have thought that it 
could be decided on the short and simple ground that it is not open to the 
plaintiff to repudiate one part of the transaction and affirm the rest. In 
the present case the lady, who has not puid anything at all, is asking to 
have the property without repaying the advances made on the 
security of it. The claim cannot be sustained. I hesitate to decide that 
an infant can enter.into a valid mortgage, but I do hold that the lady is 
not entitled to repudiate the transaction without repaying the building 
society’s advances. The action, is dismissed, with costs to be added to the 
defendants’ security.—Counszt, Badcock, Q.C., and EF. Ford; Hughes, 
Q.C., and G. B. Freeman. Souscrrors, Boyfus § Beyfus ; Peacock § Goddard, 
for Rothera § Son, Nottingham. 

fReported by J. F. Iszii, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
McINTOSH v. SIMPKINS. Div. Court. 3rd Nov. 
Commirra, OrpER—Proxisition—EvipEnce or Mzans. 

aa from an order of Bucknill, J., at chambers granting a writ of 
prohibition to the county court of Surrey to restrain further proceedings 
on an order of committal obtained by the appellant against the respondent 
on a judgment summons. The appellant had obtained judgment for 
£4 10s. against the respondent, and the latter having failed to pay six 
instalments of 5s. a month, an order for committal was obtained. On the 
judgment summons the only evidence of the debtor’s means was given 
by a relative to the effect that he was living in a house of the apparent 
value of £60 a year, that he was a builder or builder’s foreman, and that 
he employed workmen. Bucknill, J., granted the writ of prohibition on 
the ground that this was.not evidence of means such as could justify the 
committal, as it was not stated to the court whether or not the judgment 
debtor was earning more than would be required by him for necessary 
living expenses. It was not even stated whether he was married and had 
a wife and family dependent on him. 

LawRance, J., said the question was whether the county court judge had 
sufficient evidence before him of the debtor’s means. All that was necessary 
to justify committal wasthataprimd faciecaseshould bemadeout. Thedebtor 
could have given evidence as to his means, but he was not called as a witness. 
Willes, J., in the Mayor, §c., of London v. Cox (L. R. 2 H. L., at p. 283), 
said: ‘‘ Where however the defect is not a) mt and depends upon some 
fact in the knowledge of the applicant which he had the opportunity of 
bringing forward in the court below, and he has thought proper, without 
excuse, to allow that court to proceed to judgment without setting up the 
objection the court would decline to interpose, except perhaps 
upon an irresistible case and an excuse for the delay such as disability, 
malpractice, or matter newly come to the knowledge of the applicant.’’ 
In the present case there was nothing of the kind. e writ of prohibition 
was obtained on the ground of insufficient evidence, and as in his 
judgment there was sufficient evidence upon which the county court judge 
could make the order, the rule for prohibition would be discharged. 

Kznnepy, J., concurred. Prohibition only lay where there was no 
jurisdiction. The evidence before the county court judge was sufficient to 
give him jurisdiction to make the order. Therefore the court could not 
grant a writ of prohibition. Rule accordingly discharged.—Oounsz1, 
Whateley ; Cababé. Soxicrrons, W. Hood; W. H. Sturt, Herne Hill. 


[Reported by Exsxixz Rew, Barrister-at-Law. } 





NEW ORDERS, &c.. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxpgr or Oovrr. 


Wednesday, the 31st day of October, 1900. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Byrne, Mr. Justice Farwell, and Mr. Justice Buckley respectively, it is 
t that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice Byrne, and 
Mr. Justice Farwell, should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be 
transferred to Mr. Justice Buckley. Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
Byrne, and Mr. Justice Farwell, to Mr. Justice Buckley for the purpose 
only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. 
And this order is to be drawn up by the Registrar, and set up in the 
several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 
FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr, Justice Brunr._ 
Livesay vy Murray 1900 L 570 July 30 
anv Remnant 1900 M 1,405 Aug3 
In re ens Godfrey vy Gowens 1899 G 1,435 Aug 4 
London Shoe Cold v Gretton 1900 L 358 Aug7 
Hardbottlevy Glen 1000 H 111 Aug 8 
Wilkinson v Wilkinson 1900 W 1,644 Aug9 
Weston v Brown 1900 W 2,977 Aug 10 
Weale vy Const 18909 W 4,343 Aug 10 
v Oates 1900 D 688 Aug l4 
vy Gibson 1900 D 106 20 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Fanwau., 





cqseutal eo Gieeass Gaya, bab tho tanesdion 


wae in substance one, 





Mason y Mason 1900 M 658 July 19 
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Jameson v Boehmer 1899 J 1,916 July 24 On the motion of Mr. T. D. Ruddock, seconded by Mr. C. H. Marshall, 
In re The Blackpool Motor Car Cold Hamilton v Blackpool Motor Oar | Messrs. W. H. Wilmshurst and E. G. Learoyd were hon. 


Cold 1899 B 3,665 July 24 
Hellyer v Archer Burton 1899 H 2,933 July 24 
aeecengenn v Nesting 1900 T 792 July 25 
Verrall v Walker 1900 V 227 July 26 
Tolhurst v Collier 1899 T 876 July 30 
Mousley v Hilliard 1899 M 3,650 July 31 
In re Richards Williams v Richards adjd sumns entered in witness list 


Aug 1 
Lewis v Newton 1900 L 1,442 Augl Hatssury, CO. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A senting ot the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the Ist inst., Mr. Frederick Foss in the chair. The 
other directors present were Mr. Daw, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Peacock, Mr. 
Sidney Smith, Mr. Ram, and Mr. Vallance. A sum of £115 was dis- 
tributed in grants of relief. One new member was admitted to the 
association and other general business 


HUDDERSFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society was 
held on Wednesday afternoon last. Mr. J. W. Piercy, the president of 
the past year, occupied the chair. 

Mr. Hely Owen, one of the hon. secretaries, read the report, which 
shewed that three new members had been elected up to the end of the 
financial year, and one since, making the total number of ordinary mem- 
bers forty-nine and honorary members four. 

The President, in moving the adoption of the report, referred to 
the attacks recently made upon the profession in the press -- attacks 
attributable, no doubt, in some cases, to genuine indignation on 
account of malpractices disclosed in certain failures of firms of high 
standing. He said he did not object to criticism, indeed, he rather 
welcomed it—it was well sometimes to see themselves as others saw 
them; but it did seem to him that many of the comments had exceeded 
the limits of fair and reasonable criticism. He admitted there had 
been, and feared there would always be, dishonest persons in their 
ranks; but he confidently asserted that they had been and were 
few, and he was ectly certain the majority of solicitors were 
honest men, fair and honourable in all their dealings. Their profession, 
in his judgment, had no reason to fear comparison with any other profes- 
sion or calling as regards either character or ability. they 

ight think of the action of the Incorporated Law Society in the past— 
rm he knew there were some amongst them who felt that more t 
have been done by the society to purge the ession of its un y 
members—he believed the Council were now fully determined to do every- 
thing in their power to maintain the honour and dignity of the ion. 
The president of the Incorporated Law Society (Mr. Robert Ellett), in his 
able address at Weymouth a few days ago, quoted statistics which shewed 
o- the pate iy or £0 — were —- yn than it — 

m, and ap to steadily decreasing ; e further 
that the Oouneil had decided to refuse to renew the certificates 
of bankrupt solicitors who had not obtained their discharge —a 





reform, he (Mr. Piercy) might remind them, this soci had re- 
peatedly urged; and, further, that the Council had recently declared 
erwise to 


their determmation to eS the Public Prosecutor or 
secure the ee of solicitors guilty of misappropriation. The 
Huddersfield Society had never hesitated to take on in cases of pro- 
fessional misconduct. No doubt these societies could do a good deal ; 
but, after all, was it not a fact that the honour of the profession was in 
the keeping of its individual members ? - - 

Mr. James Sykes, in seconding the motion, expressed the opinion that 
all the members would be grateful for the practical address which the 
president had given them. 

The report and financial statement were then adopted. 

Mr, F. A. Reed proposed a vote of thanks to the president, treasurer, 
honorary secretaries, and committee, which was carried. 

Mr. J. H. Dransfield proposed that Mr. E. Foster Brook be appointed 
president for the ensuing year. In reference to the attacks a on the 
profession, he said he thought the charges made were too gross for them 
to take the trouble to refute them. He thought they suffered somewhat 
from not making their position clear. For they often heard 
people say that land transfer ought to be as sim as the 
of stock. He did not think lawyers had taken sufficient trouble to 
explain that the only interest a could hold in stock was an 
absolute interest, and that if the public were forego the 

vilege they enjoyed of making all sorts of charges upon 

d, necessitating the investigation of title upon every transfer, land 


; 


g 


could be transferred as as stock. People seemed to think | M 
had 


that lawyers made the transfer of land diffoult; but those 
nothing to do with the lawyer. He thought that was a t entirely 
lout aight of, and that the profession might do more by ting out th 
mistakes into which the publio fall, and that the bad time through which 
the prefeasion was passing was the result of not explaining their position 
more fully and clearly. 

Mr. 1, Crook seconded the proposition, which was passed with 


acclamatiqn, 
Mr. J. H. Dransfield seconded, and 


Mr. K. Gordon Learoyd proposed, 
it was readved, that Mr. Herbert W. Jackson be honorary treasurer, 





secretaries. The committee and auditors were also appoin 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The awards of the Council of Education upon the general exam- 
ination of students of the Inns of held at Gray’s-inn on the 16th, 
17th, and 18th of October, are as follows : 


Fovau. 

Class I.—Richard B. Murphy, Inner Temple ; Thomas W. Richardson, 
Inner Temple. 

Class II1.—Maulvi 8. Ahmed, Gray’s-inn; Gordon Crosse, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; C. Garsia, Lincoln’s-inn; Harold C. Gutteridge, Middle 
Temple ; Nigel 8. Lewis, Lincoln’s-inn ; Macaulay Mort, Inner bine 
Husein Mumtaz, Gray’s-inn ; Henry A. Niles, Lincoln’s-inn ; 


Wilton, Middle T: , 
C. Adams, Lincoln’s-inn ; John E. Allen, Inner 








- 


Class I1I.—James 
Temple ; Thomas M. E. , Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles N. 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Edmund C. Bentley, Inner Temple; Patrick J. Blair, 
Middle Temple ; Peter J. Boland, Temple ; Hukam Chand, Gray’s- 
inn ; Edwin Clements, Middle Temple ; Charles N. Curtis, Inner Temple ; 
Walter H. Davies, Middle ; Lionel B. Dunn, Inner Temple; 


inn; Hendrik J. F. Franken, Gray’s-inn; Albert W. Grant, 
Temple; William E. Greaves, Li inn ; : 
Gray’s-inn ; John D. Hobson, Middle Temple; Douglas H. Johnston, 
Inner Temple; John W. Jones, Gray’s-inn; William 8S. Kennedy, 
Inner Temple; Kazim A. Middle ‘Temple ; Mir A. Khan, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Sidney A. Kyffin, Lincoln’s-inn; Syed A. Mahomed, 
Inner Temple; Vanichand J. Modi, Gray’s-inn; Karm Narain, Lin- 
coln’s-inn; Charles St. J. W. Nicholson, Inner Temple; 
O’Connor, Gray’s-inn; William ; Thomas 
Poynton, Middle Temple; Leon Renaud, Middle T ; Suraj B. RB. 
a ae ame: Dara 8. Sethna, Gray’s-inn ; Walter C. Shank 
land, Middle Temple; Randolph M. Smyth, Gray’s-inn; Arthur H. 
Taylor, Middle Temple ; Christian : i a 
Wegg, Inner Temple; Henry 8. Williams, 
Inner Temple ; Robert D. Workman, 

Seventy-three ee ee Two candidates were 
ee ge until Easter examination, 1901, and 

ty examination, 1901. 
Evipsnce, Procepurs, aNp Canowat Law. 

Class I.—Charles P. Hawkes, Inner Temple ; Thomas B. Leigh, Middle 
Temple; Francis 8. Leung, Gray’s-inn; William W.-. Inner 
Temple; Thomas F. R. McDonnell, Inner Temple; Jangamkote K. Rau, 
Gray’s-inn ; Subodh C. , Gray’s-inn. 

II.—George H. en Sees eee 2- S Sewe 
Temple; William Burke, Gray’s-inn; Ro R. Campbell, Lincoln’ 
inn; George J. Christian, Gray’s-inn; George H. Couch, Middle 
Temple; Maurice E. Ford, Lincoln’s-inn; Edward 8. Hart, 


? 


H. Smii Lincoln’s-inn; Henry s-inn; William A. 
Stephens, p Tengio ; Gangenee te Gato ’s-inn ; Daniel 
D. s-inn ; Abraham C. G. Wijeyekoom, s-inn. 
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Roman Law. 

Class I.—Harold W. Haworth, Inner Temple; Edward D. O. Lake, 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Class II.—Ahsan ul Haq, Lincoln’s-inn ; David Beggs, Gray’s-inn ; 
John 8. C. Bridge, Lincoln’s-inn; Frederick P. Fausset, Inner Temple ; 
Arthur ing, Inner Temple; Syed S. Hasan, Middle Temple ; Daniel 
G. Hemmant, Inner Temple; Edward A. Hume, Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles 
H. Tho Inner Temple. : 

a to . ©, Adams, Lincoln’s-inn; Dtaf Ali, Lincoln’s- 
inn; William J. L. Ambrose, Middle Temple ; Archibald C. H. Blakiston, 
Inner Temple; George F. S. Bowles, Inner Temple; Henry H. Curtis- 
Bennett, Middle Temple; Llewelyn C. Dalton, Gray’s-inn; Mohamed J. 

Inner Temple ; William Finlay, Middle Temple ; John H. Garrett, 
Middle Temple ; Mohamed Y. Gauber-Ali, Gray’s-inn ; Kehr 8. Grewal, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles E. M. Hey, Inner Temple; Gilbert H. J. Hurst, 
Lincoln’s-inn; Edwin Hyde, Middle Temple; William T. W. Idris, 
Gray’s-inn ; Mohammed Ismail, Gray’s-inn; James ae *g-inn ; 

M. Knowles, Gray’s-inn; John A. Langston, er Temple ; 
Lewis ©. Loyd, Inner Temple; Ma Tsain, Middle Temple ; 
Victor G. Milward, Middle Temple; Rudolph Moritz, Lincoln’s- 
inn; John W. Neill, Lincoln’s-inn; Gerald ©. O’Gorman, 
Inner Temple ; Thomas D. Parsons, Gray’s-inn ; Asher O. V. Prior, Inner 
Temple ; Lester W. H. Ralph, Middle Temple ; Charles O. Remfey, Inner 
Temple ; Charles W. Rorich, Middle Temple ; Suboth C. Roy, Gray’s-inn ; 
Ralph F. J. Sawyer, Inner Temple; Digby Sayer, Inner Temple; Walter 
H. N. Secker, Inner Temple; Narendranath Sen, Gray’s-inn ; Patrick 
Shee, Lincoln’s-inn; John M. Shillington, Inner Temple; John A. 
Spedding, Inner Temple ; Arthur H. Thompson, Lincoln’s-inn; Hi z=. 

omeson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Harry C. Wallace, Middle Temple ; Ri H. 
Wellington, Middle Temple ; Ernest De van Wotton, Middle Temple; 
David Williams, Middle Temple ; and Thomas J. Williams, Gray’s-inn. 

Of 84 examined 57 passed. Nine candidates were ordered not to be 
admitted for examination again until the Easter examination, 1901, and 
one candidate till the Trinity examination, 1901. 

ConstrtuTionaL Law anp Lecat History. 

Class I.—Edward G. Peake, Lincoln’s-inn ; Kenneth R. Swan, Inner 
Temple. 

Class I1.—Arthur V. Arrowsmith, Middle Temple; Kasi P. Basu, 
Gray’s-inn ; James E. J. Brudenell-Bruce, Inner Temple; Harold C, 
Gutteridge, Middle Temple; Edward 8. Hart, Inner Temple; Gordon 
Hewart, Inner Temple; Harry B. H. Hylton-Foster, Inner Temple; 
William C. A. Landon, Gray’s-inn; James P. Logan, Gray’s-ion; 
Alexander E. McLaren, Inner Temple ; Thomas C. Smith, Lincoln’s-inn , 
George G. Sutton, Middle Temple ; Aubrey R. Thomas, Middle Temple. 

Class IlI.—James E. C. Adams, Lincoln’s-inn; John C. Adams, Inner 
Temple ; George F. 8. Bowles, Inner Temple; Louis F. Bradford, Middle 
Temple; James R. Bull, Gray’s-inn; Robert R. Campbell, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Henry C. Dickens, Inner Temple; Krishnarao B. Divalia, Gray’s-inn ; 
Ernest Dunkels, Middle Temple ; Lionel B. Dunn, Inner Temple ; Charles 
P. Hawkes, Inner Temple; Harry C. Holden, Inner Temple; Mirza M. 
Hyder- Beg, Lincoln’s-inn ; William E. R. Innes, Middle Temple; John 
H. Irvine, Inner Lom ah Robert L. Jones, Inner Temple; Geo: 
Ww. “ i Temple; Claude H. P. Lamond, Middle 

ple; John A. Langston, Inner Temple ; i 
inn; William J. Lomax, Inner Temple; Artus A. A. Lucas, Middle 
Temple ; udira T. Machaya, Middle Temple; Tadashige Matsu- 
moto, Middle Temple; Victor G. Milward, Middle Temple; Rudolph 
Lincoln’s-inn; Arthur de W. Mulligan, Gray’s-inn; Syud 
Nazeer-Hoeain, Lincoln’s-inn ; William W. Otter-Barry, Inner Temple ; 
Neoptolemus Pascalis, Middle Temple; Walter A. Paynter, Inner Temple; 
Tom Ramsden, Inner gy et Syed A. Raza, Middle Temple; Richard O. 
Roberts, Middle Temple; Syed M. Salih, Lincoln’s-inn; Sydney 8. Sawrey- 
Cookson, Inner Temple ; Ralph F. J. Sawyer, Inner Temple; Walter C. 
Shankland, Middle Temple; Lakshmi N. Sharma, Gray’s-inn; Thomas 
Smith, Inner Temple; Donald G. Sutherland, Middle Temple; George R. 
Taylor, Middle Temple; Henry T. Thomson, Lincoln’s-inn ; Harold C. 
Tripp, Middle Temple; Harry 0. B. Underdown, Inner Temple; Basil B. 
Watson, Inner T le ; George Wille, Middle Temple ; Cyril Williams, 
Middie Temple ; and Robert W. Wylie, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Special 2 of £50 for the best examination in Constitutional Law and 

History awarded to and divided between E. G. Peake, Lincoln’s-inn, 
and K. R. Swan, Inner Temple. 

Of 94 examined 64 passed. Four candidates were postponed until Easter 
examination, 1901. 








THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
(Continued from p. 18.) 

IV. The Mode of Assessing Damage Payable under the Act. — Several 

cases have been decided as to how the amount of compensa- 

The first 

“The amount of compensation payable 

ows: * Where total or partial incapacity 

results from the injury, a weekly payment during the in- 

after the womd week not exceeding 5) per cent. of his average 


1897. 


during the ious twelve months, if he has been so long 

4 ; but if net, then for any lens period during which he has been 
employer, such weekly payment not to 

of Lysmsy. Andrew Knowles & ae 

) it wae decided that in order to obtain the it of the 

t 





seeks com! tion. In that case a miner commenced work on Tuesday, 
the 18th of July, and was injured on Thursday, the 20th of July, and the 
county court judge awarded him compensation. This decision was, how- 
ever, reversed by the Court of Appeal. Lord Justice Smith, in his judg- 
ment, said: ‘‘ We may confine the point for our decision to the single 
question whether a man who works for his employer on one day only, and 
is injured while working, is within the Act. A very able argument has 
been addressed to us, and we have been pressed with the difficulty why 
such a man should not be within the Act; but as I have said before, it is 
impossible to give a satisfactory answer to that question, and we can only 
say whether on the true construction of the language of the Act the 
respondent comes within it. Oonstruing the Act as we think it should be 
construed, we have in one case been compelled to hold that a painter 
painting a house by means of a ladder was not within the Act; whereas a 
workman employed by a builder on a house over thirty feet high which is 
being constructed by means of a scaffolding is clearly within it. But why one 
man should be included within the Act and the other should be outside it, 
it is impossible to say. Ifa man has worked for two weeks, the question 
of the amount of compensation is quite clear, for the earnings of these two 
weeks can be — If he has not worked so long, then to hold that he 
was within the Act would give no signification to the expression ‘ ave 
weekly 8,’ If a man receives 6s. for one day’s work there is nothing 
with which the money earned on that day can be averaged. In my 
opinion a workman does not come within the Act unless he has been for 
two weeks in the employment of the employer in whose service he was 
injured ; if he has been that time, the schedule can be applied and the 
compensation to which he is entitled becomes capable of being calculated.”’ 
To put the effect of this decision somewhat quaintly, like the dog which 
can have his first bite, so the master can have his first two weeks. The 
insurance companies, however, for a slightly increased premium will cover 
injuries during the first two weeks. In another case, Jrons v. Davis § 
Timmins (Limited) (1899, Q. B. 330, 68 L. J. Q. B. 673), a workman who lost 
his thumb in consequence of an accident was received back after the 
accident into the employment of the same employer, at the same 
rate of wages as before the accident, though he was not put to the 
same kind of work. The county court judge awarded him 2s. 6d. 
a week from the time when he resumed work after the accident. 
It was held that as the wages after the accident were the same 
as those before, there was no power at that time to award any weekly 
pee in respect of the period after the workman resumed work. 

another case, Chandler v. Smith (1899, 2 Q. B. 506, 68 L. J. Q. B. 909), 
the man worked as a foreman in the employ of the respondents, who were 
carpet manufacturers. His main work consisted in supervision, but he 
also frequently used to set up and adjust the machines. While adjusting 
a machine he received an injury to his thumb, which had to be amputated. 
He returned to his work the next day, but after the accident he was 
unable to set vp or adjust the machines, and his work was confined to 
supervision. He received the same wages after the accident as before. 
Held that he was disabled for two weeks from earning full wages at the 
work at which he was employed, also that the proper course was to make 
a declaration of liability, and to adjourn the question of the amount and 
duration of compensation. 

V. Points of Procedure.—With reference to the points of procedure, the 
Court of Appeal have held that the rule that the poverty of the appellant 
is a ground for ordering security to be given for the costs of the appeal 
extends to appeals er the Workmen’s Compensation Act. A county 
court judge has decided that the compensation awarded cannot be 
enforced by committal under judgment summons. This point is now 
before the Court of Appeal. The most important case on the question of 
procedure is, however, Powell v. Maine Colliery Co. This appeal 
went to the House of Lords, and it is quoted in the House of Lords 
Reports Appeal Cases, 1900, 366, and the head-note to the case 
is as follows: ‘‘By section 2, sub-section 1, of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897, proceedings for the recovery under the Act 
of com tion for an injury shall not be maintainable unless notice 
of the accident has been given as coon as practicable, and unless the 
claim for compensation with respect. to such accident has been made 
within six months from the occurrence of the accident causing the injury. 
‘ Claim for com tion ’ means, not the initiation of proceedings before 
the tribunal by which the compensation is to be assessed, but a notice of 
claim for compensation sent to the workman’s employer. Therefore, 
where a workman who had been injured in the course of his employment 
sent to his employers within six months a notice of the accident, and aleo 
a notice stating that he claimed a certain amount as compensation for the 
injury. More than six months after the accident he filed a request for 
arbitration in the county court. It was held by the House of Lords, 
reversing the decision of the Court of Appeal, that the proceedings were 
in time.’’ This decision has no doubt saved a considerable amount of 

ition, otherwise every person injured must have commenced pro- 

ngs within six months after the occurrence of the accident, whether 
bel custainel immediate damage or not; wh@reas now, by simply 


li 
he 
lodging a claim, he appears to be entitled to commence his action at any 


time. A curious point arises in consequence of this decision. Assuming 
the injured man gives notice of the injury and claims @ specific sum, this 
has been decided by the House of Lords to be ‘‘ the claim’’ required to be 
delivered within six months from the occurrence of the accident. Oan the 
injured man then take his proceedings at any time? Is there any e‘atutory 
limitation with reference to an injury arising from an acvident/ Of coura 
es for a mere accident were not recoverable prior to tle paseg 
Act, and therefore the question arises whether proeedings to 
damages for an accident within the Act is covered ty the limita- 
by the 16th of James I., which is oly applicable 
trespass, quare clausum frogit, actions of detinue, actions upor 
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the case, for assault, menace, battery, wounding, and im mment, in 
respect of which provisions are made within which ions shall be 
commenced varying from six years to two years. But does this statute or 
any other statute apply to proceedings to recover damages for an accident ? 
Under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, there is a provision that if the 
injury is not a fatal one the action must be commenced within six months 
from the occurrence of the accident, but if the injury results in death 
proceedings must be commenced within twelve months from the time of 
death. There seems to be no provision of this character in the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. Probably by section 2, which provides that the 


claim for compensation must be made within six months from the occurrence | & 


of the accident, or in case of death within six months from the time of 
death, it was intended to effect the limitation of time; but the House of 
Lords has now decided that the words ‘‘ claim for compensation ’’ mean 
only the lodging of the claim and not the institution of proceedings. 
This view is supported by Lord Morris in Powell v. Maine Colliery Co., before 
cited. Lord Morris differed from the other Law Lords as to the meaning 
of the word ‘‘claim’’ for compensation. He then goes on to say: ‘‘ Now 
if these words ‘ the claim’ are satisfied by the workman per serving 
a notice on the employer that he claims a certain amount as compensation 
and he does not proceed to give seisin to any tribunal of his claim to be 
disposed of according to law, it follows that it remains open for any period 
of time, that the claim remains hanging over the employer with a right 
to the workman to take proceedings against him to the most remote 
period of time, not even limited by the Statute of Limitations.”” We have, 


therefore, this curious result, that claims once made under the Act within 


six months may actually be proceeded upon twenty years afterwards, as it 
seems certain that no Statute of Limitations applies to this statutory right 
to recover compensation for an accident, a right hitherto unknown im this 
country. Cases will occur in which this right will be valuable. Pending 
the decision of the House of Lords, I was instructed on behalf of a client, 
who in consequence of an injury received was obliged to suffer amputation 
of his great toe. On his recovering he got other work at equal wages to 
the period before the accident. The medical evidence, however, was that 
with the loss of the toe there was less spring in the foot, and that he could 
not mount a ladder as conveniently as before. The county court judge 
made a declaration of liability and adjourned the question of compensation 

until some damage by loss of wages could be proved. If in ten years’ 
time loss could be proved, attributable to the injury sustained, a weekly 
payment would be awarded ; if, however, the employer was insured at the 
time of the accident, but not at the time of the award of damage, would 
the insurance company be liable? 

I cannot, in a paper, quote or refer to other important decisions and 
points of practice, as time forbids. I summarize the result of my research 
with the following conclusions : 

Considering the Act to be a novelty in legislation, it has so far 
worked very satisfactorily, with a minimum of litigation, and has 
not proved to be a serious financial burden. 

It has a general tendency to prevent pauperism, and therefore 
should diminish the poor rate, for in many cases the workman who 
is totally disabied would without the Act have been obliged to go on 
the parish. To this extent it is a saving to every ratepayer. 

(3) The insurance companies have adopted a liberal attitude in the 
matter of premiums and liability, which has been attended with 
satisfactory results. 

(4) To the legal mind the great feature is the right to recover for a mere 
‘‘accident’’ which is not barred by any Statute of Limitations. 

(5) To the honest disabled workman, who hates the workhouse, it has 
been a ray of light and joy, it has wiped away tears of sorrow ; 
it has ‘‘ left more smiles behind.’’ Like ey’s “ Christmas 
Day” it has brought the distress and sufferings of our toilers right 
to our very doors, and teaches us the lesson— 


What ’tis to be a man: to curb and spurn 
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What ‘tis to be a man: to give, not take; 
To serve, not rule; to no , not devour ; 
To help, not crush; if need to die, not live. 








THE CHARGES AGAINST MR, B. G. LAKE, 


On Wednesday Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake was charged on remand, at the 
Bow: street police-court with diverting to his own use on the 7th of July, 
1898, £500, which he held as trustee; further with converting to his own 
use, on the 25th of November, 1889, with intent to defraud, two deposit 
notes for £1,600 and £1,100 respectively, which had been entrusted to 
his safe custody. Mr. Horace Avory (instructed by Mr. Williamson, of the 
Treasury) appeared on behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions ; Mr. 
H. ©. Richards, Q.0,, and Mr. Arthur Gill (instructed by the Hon. Charles 
Russell) defended. We condense the following report of the proceedings from 
the Times: Mr. Avory, after referring to the ptey proceedings, said : 
The first charge against the defendant was for appropriating £500, the 
moneys of a trust created under the will of a Mrs. Bsc : and the second 
charge was that on the 25th of November he, being then entrusted as a 
solicitor with two bankers’ deposit: notes for the sums of £1,100 and £1,600 
respectively belonging to the estate of a Mr. Hopkins, of which — 
Edward Lake was a trustee, appropriated the notes to his own use or 

the use of the firm, With regard to the first , the defendant was 
appointed a trustee under the will of Mrs. Else, who died in 1876, and 








since 1885 he had been the sole trustee under that will. The books of the 
firm shewed that in October, 1892, a sum of £1,000, which had been 
invested on mortgage, ing to that estate was paid off, and was 
paid into the account of firm at Ohild’s On the 25th 
of October, 1892, £500 of that was re-invested in another 
mortgage, thus leaving a balance £500 uninvested. On the 
13th of January, 1893, another sum of £500 belonging to 
estate which had been invested was paid off, and paid into the account 
of the firm at Child’s Bank. These two sums of £500 
have remained uninvested until the 7th of July, 1898, when the t 
ppropriated £500 in order to pay a debt of £500 with interest due from 
him to the children of one John Lake in some other trust matter. In the 
books of the firm that amount was treated as an advance to the defendant. 
That, continued Mr. Avory, was a clear case of misappropriation of trust 
money. As to the second case, he said that in 1890 Edward Lake 
was appointed a trustee under the will of a Mr. Ho 
Lake & Lake acted throughout as solicitors for the trust. In the year 
1899 two sums of £1,600 and £1,100 to off 
and received by the firm, and were the 

of the London and County Bank, the ag “why 26th of August, 1899, 


and the £1,600 on the 1st p> mg oy each instance, at the 
request of George Edward e, the it notes were marked with 
the name of Ho On the 25th of November, 1899, George Ed 
ong By ce ae end Dounty Dank, with Sener’ questing 
it notes to the London a ui 
Shan to tonnater the wo das asoet Gn Senet lain & Lake 
Child’s Bank. Had that not been done the account of the firm would 
have been overdrawn. Between that date and the 28th of November the 
defendant had drawn several large cheques which he was compelled to 
draw at that time. There was therefore no doubt that that money was 
used for the purpose of feeding the firm’s account and preventing it from 
being overdrawn. The following letter from the defendant to Mrs. H. 
one of the beneficiaries of the estate, was then put in: “Feb. 19, 1900. 
Dear Mrs. Hopkins,—I am obliged to write you a letter which will cause 
you as much pain to read as does me to write. Im any case, there 
is also much humiliation. When my cousin E. Lake 
had no reason to bave any other than feelings of very great grief. But 
letters to him which I had to look through rag geek apd cengen de: 


s 


a wholly unexpected state of with which I need, not at 
this moment trouble you ; and a days later, just as I was about to 
sign pertuership articles wih my eum, Ona caly Jum Seay ender ay 
found that the accounts of the firm, which were exclusively my 


under 

cousin’s control, were grievously wrong and shewed a = deficiency. 
The deficiency turns out to be so large as to 1 

communicate with the clients (almost all of whom were clients of his) and 
ask for their assistance and forbearance. jab py hat tf eh | 
large amount of money was in my cousin’s hands and has been a 
The statement of accounts is as follows: Marriage settlement funds, 
£608 13s. ; Mr. John Hopkins’s will funds, £3,427 9s. 11d. ; settled estates, 
£11,472 1s. 1d.; total £15,508 4s. Of course for this I am ally 
liable to you and your family, and though I heard nothing of trans- 
actions I am bound b the acts of my partner. = am 


. y 

father is prepared, if Ican be released so as to contin 
take upon himself a large amount of the liability. I ho 
sulting with your eon and daughters, will feel able, : 
have done, to give time and release me from personal liability as being 
the most likely way to reco ~ ] 
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should after the first year be 
The substance of the letter, continued 
defendant on his bankruptcy. He did not, at 
more about it than that it was an attempt to 
whole blame for transactions of which it was impossi' 


: 
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defendant could have been ignorant. In the case of Mrs. Else’s trust 
defendant was the sole trustee of that money, and it was he himself who 
appropriated the £500 to his own and not to the of the 
firm. fe hon Son there was the fact at the time 
when his cousin was at in such a state that he subsequently died, 
notes. Th Te Aiseundlen Eieery 3B pking. of 7 Titmarsh, 
notes. The Rev. Alexan: enry Ho ° * 
Berkshire, said that he and his three sisters were Sceenibie ane 
the will of John Hopkins, his , who died on the léth of July, 
Edward Lake and 


1877. He was ap) ted one of the trustees, and George 


John Martin Routh were his co-trustees. Lake & 
to the trust, also to the settled estates nnder his grandfather's will, and 


to a trust under the settlement of his mother. The witness wrote 
to the defendant's firm in 1899 that it was time a settlement 
was arrived at. Edward then returned him £200 on account, 


and the defendant su! uently forwarded him a like amount, together 
with a letter in which he said that, owing to the death of his cousin, it 
would take some time to settle his accounts. Applications had since been 
made for a statement of accounts, but the matter was always put off. 
Witness made a complaint to the Law Society, but he did not = 
answer, Evidence in pert of coenasl's opening was ae ven by Miss 
Sie dene Cane, SS ba, te, 2 > 
Arthur Haine (Marson, » solicitors, wark- 
dingy dy ig 
two sureties of £2,000, or three in £1,500, with notice to tne police. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death on Tuesday of Mr. Anruvr Henry 
Locx, solicitor, of Dorchester. He fell deat in the street while on his 
from the office of the Dorchester Gas Co. (of which he was chairman) 
to his own office. Mr. Lock was articled to his father, and was admitted 
in 1867. On his father’s death he succeeded him in the various public 
appointments which he had discharged. He was clerk to the board of 
clerk to the Dorchester Rural District Council, clerk to the 
school attendance committee, clerk to the assessment committee, and 
clerk to the Dorchester Burial Board, and among his minor appointments 
he was superintendent registrar of births, eg and deaths, solicitor 
to the Dorset and District Economic Building iety, and chairman of 
Cogmonngy- He was twice Mayor of Dorchester, and in 1898 was 
electedan alderman. Hewas astaunch Churchman and a distinguished Free- 
mason. On taking his seat at the Dorchester County Courton Wednesday, his 
Honour J Philbrick, Q.C., before commencing the business of the 
court, said the very sad news of the death of Mr. Lock, an old and 
ne practitioner in the town, and a gentleman who often appeared 
in court, had been conveyed to him. He was sure he need not ex- 
the sorrow with which everyone must have heard the intelligence, nor 
mpd they felt at the loss of a gentleman so widely respected. Mr. 
H. A. Huxtable said, speaking for the solicitors present, they respectfully 
desired to associate themselves, as far as they possibly could, with the 
words that had fallen from his honour. On behalf of his brethren, he 
desired to say they had always found the late Mr. Lock in every dealing 
had had with him the soul of honour, urbanity, and courtesy in every 
way. Mr. A. G. Symonds said he concurred with every word that had 
from Mr. Huxtable. On Wednesday, a coroner’s inquest was held, 
and on opening it the coroner said that the late Mr. Arthur Lock bore a 
name which had entered in no small di into the history of the borough 
of Dorchester, and by no act of his did he at any time do anything that 
would tarnish the honour of that name. He had lived all his life among the 
people of Dorchester, and had given a large amount of his time to public 
duty and the furtherance of the interests in every way of the town of Dor- 
chester. Asa most earnest and zealous Churc ,» 88 a man who had 
been twice mayor of this borough and some years an alderman, as one who 
had worked indefatigably on the hospital committee, and as a solicitor 
who handed down with untarnished reputation the practice he received 
from his father and grandfather, and in the exercise of which profession 
he had gained the esteem and of avery large body of clients, the 
late Mr. Arthur Lock has been intimately connected during the last thirt; 
with all the social and civil and political hi of this district; and, 
inued the coroner, I am sure that I can conscientiously say, without 
wil or contradiction, that the whole of South Dorset is perceptibly 
by his death. Mr. Lock was a brother of Mr. B. Fossett Lock, of 
Chancery bar, and of the Warden of Keble College. 
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APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. P. Ocpzes Lawzence, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of Lincoln’s- 
inn im succession to the late Lord Russell of Killowen. 


Mr. Justice Maruew has been elected Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn for the 
ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Justice Lawrance. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
D1ss0LUTIONS, 
Joux Aurzep Percy Ixcotppy and Hesry Joun Anxry, solicitors 
(Ingoldby & Adkin), 4, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, London. Oct. 31. 
Tuomas Enxciasp, James Crarxson, and Grorcz Dyson Bvucxtey, 
& Co.), Halifax and Elland. Oct. 29. The business 
will be on by the said James Clarkson and George Dyson Buckley 
under the same style. [ Gazette, Nov. 2. 





~ 


GENERAL. 
The judges have fixed Saturday, the 17th inst., for hearing appeals 
the decisions of revising barristers at the recent revision of the lista 
Parliamentary voters. 
The notice was posted on the doors of Mr. Justice Buckley’s 
on morning: “In consequence of indisposision his lord- 
will not sit to-day. A day’s notice will be given when his lorship 


5 


is to resume his sittings.” The learned judge is understood to be 
saffering from q 
At Bow-street police-court on Monday, Julian Tregenna Biddulph 


Arnold, a solicitor, formerly of 37, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, was brought up 
on four warrants, charging him with (1) appropriating to his own use and 
benefit, with intent to defraud, £3,790, trust money bequeathed by the 
late C. W. Buck, florist, of Covent-garden, held on behalf of Mrs. Jessie 
Buck, the testator’s daughter-in-law ; (2) m ting £933 4s. 11d., 
of a trust created under the w Mr. Harrop Swain; 

£3,638, bequeathed by the late Thomas John Dom- 
to his wife ; and (4) misappropri £6,391, the moneys of a 
created under the will of the late Mr. William Sims, a retired 


e 
i 


trust : 
fruiterer. A remand till Friday was ordered. 
The Lord Chief Justice presided, on the ist inst., at a lecture delivered 


their own exertions had been placed in higher positions, were apt to find 
in the present day that their lives were attempted to be lived at too rapid 
a rate. Business had to be conducted with much greater rapidity and 
with much less opportunity for careful consideration, and the result was 
that opportunities for acq knowledge of broad general principles of 
law were rarer than they to be and much more difficult to obtain. 
The longer he lived and the more he knew, ‘the greater value he saw 
in the scientific study of law as distinguished from cramming up 
for the time some legal principles which it was desired to apply to a 
particular case. He was aware that for the fe oy of the conduct 
or pre tion of any particular case, whether they were acting for 

laintiff or defendant or advising some client, it would be necessary 
Scouenit and generally to make themselves acquainted with the develop- 
ments of legal principles and to find out what had been the most recent 
decisions ; nobody who understood his business would be so foolish as to 
think that he could, consistently with the proper management of an 
active practice, carry in his mind all the developments and refinements of 
the various | questions that were presented to him. Therefore, in 
order to their g equipped to deal with complicated and concrete cases 
as they arose, it was extremely important that they should endeavour to 
improve their minds by the scientific study of the broader leading 
principles of the law. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistzaks mm ATTENDANCE OX 





Date. AppzaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. KExrwicg. Byryg. 
Monday, Nov............. 12 Mr. Jackson Mr. Greswell Mr, Pugh 
Tuesday ... 13 P Church Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Pemberton Church Beal 
Jackson Greswell Pugh 
Pemberton Church Beal 
i Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FarweE.u. Buoxuey. Jorce, 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Godfrey Mr. Leach 
Leach Godfrey 
Farmer Godfrey King 
King Leach Farmer 
Farmer Godfrey Church 
King Leach Greswell 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Nov. 13,—Mesers. Desznnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
of London: Important Freehold Property, in a fine position opposite the junction 


Sandeman, London.—Ba; 

: Freehold ee Notting-hili Gate Stations on 
the Central London and District Railways; let at £110 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
( London.— Bayswater : Freehold Property and Building Site, cover- 

an area of more than 16,000 square feet, near to gardens, tors, 

&Co., London. (See ad eth TS 

Nov, 14.—Messre. Epwix Fox & Bovsriz.p, at the Mart, at 2:— Ground-rents, 
amounting to £174 15s. per annum, secured : pe ond Ouanch Mad ; 


lee Goes 00 aay seem. epee ny ya 
or: unique 
— ) af comprising York House 


acres. 

as Hill, London. (See 

vGLAas Youna & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Catford : Freehold Building 

the Catford Sports an area of oe. = 
: Modern Bl 


of Residential Flats. known as Queen’s-gate; estimated rental £2,665 ann 








jum, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, London.—Old t-road : 
Four Freehold and Dwelling-houses, let respectively at £55, £55, £50, 3 
stables at rear. Mesers. Pri' Englefield, & Co., London.—Barking : 
Freehold comprising the Winning New-road; a Shop and 
and 34 Freehold Weekly Houses, and extensive Wharf and premises; together of 
total rental value of £647 per annum. Solicitor, W. B. Styer, Heq., = 
Clapham: 21 ; rental £50, Solicitor, H. Chamberlin, Esq. 
Yarmouth.—South Norwood 16, Gelby-road, producing £61 2s. per annum, 
Messrs, Todd, Lamb, London.—Anerley: 3, road, let at £34 
Solicitor, H. N. (See advertisement, Nov. 3, p. 24.) 

Nov. ie vee Zanessowmen, Ste Eexrsron, Bazacn, ) mat omens My Son ot the 
Mart, at 2:—City of London ~park: Mills’ 'ee-house, Law 

between and T ry em tha pe A Also, 


i of £28 per annum, 
rental of about £170 per annum; in Lots. 
& Hop London. (See advertisement, Nov. 3, p. 22.) 
Nov. 15.—Mesers. H. BE, Fourun & Cuanvixrn, at the Mart, at2: 
REVERSIONS : 


To One-seventh of » Trust Fund of £7,000; lady aged 86; with policy. Solicitors, 
To Freehold in Dev: £49 ; lad 
'o ve" Devonshire, producing per annum y aged 64, 


To Goo touste cl a Hvac Yoo, value £94; of Stock Shares, &o.; lady aged 
65; with . Solicitor, G. J. Yowlor, Boq.. London 





oeiaee 8h Der Cont. Stock ; lady aged 68; with poll. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Far £5,000. Solicitors, Mesars. Batesons, Warr, & Wimshurst, Liverpool. 
Yor £5,000, £2,000, Bolicitors, dos Marton At Miller, London, 
For £1,500 Boticitors, Mesers, Slater, Heelis, & Co., Manchester. 


1 Bolicitors, Messrs. Keay, Stokes, & White, Chippenham. 





before the Solicitors’ g Clerks’ Association by Mr. 0. A. Russell, 
QC., on the law of and agent. In moving a vote of thanks to 
the lecturer, the Lord Justice said that all who were engaged in the 
study of lew, trom the bumbiest office boy to those who by good luck or 





ons, beck page.) 
n . C. & T, Mooum, at Mart, at 2:—Acton (West): Leasehold 
Houses let at £26 per annum; Grover’s Shop, let on lease at £865. 
P $ houses, let at 4s. per annum and £118 16s, per annum. Hast 

P anoum. Poplar: Leasehold Dwelling- 
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houses, let at £85 16s. per annum. Solicitor, E. J. oa, Esq., Janene 
Extensive Leasehold Teonte, —— a two-floor 
ag el tg ee tion ; term 175 youm, £210 per annum. 
cae, hos — & RBs =! London. — Ste; : Freehold Property, suit- 
able f wpe ny csars. Faithfull & Owen, ‘TLondon.— 
Ilford: Plat of Taf Prechold d“Bulding 

Hillearys, London. (See oa rerlonneeie Hh ov. 3, P- - 


Nov. 15.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 
between ee. ~~ the Old Ken’ 


in separate main £63 per annum, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Pembertons, London.—Lambeth ‘reehold Shop . 
rental value £300 annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Poole & 

advertisements, Nov. 3, p. 24.) 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Farway, Nov. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


T Co, Li aE fede e presented Oct 81, directed to be 

AvexanpDERS TIMBER IMITED.— or up, 

boned on Nov 14. Crump & & Son, 10, lane, solors for petners. Notice of 
oes must reach the above-named not than 6 o’clock in the of 
Nov8s 

Bar.tey SynDICATE, mage Ppa are required, om or before Dec 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G. G. Walker 

Esmzratpa, LimitEp ~ Creditor are ——— = bd before Tuesday, Dec 4, to send their 
names and the particulars o eir debts or claims, to John Mather, 8, 
King st, Manchester. ‘Shettield’é Oo 23, St Sith lanes slore for liquidators 

“Prankiin” Steamsuir Co, Luatep (1x Liqurpation) are required to send, 
on or before Nov 16, names and of their debts of 
claims, to Arthur Holland, John Heaton Hield, and Charles Frederick Holland, 2, East 
India avenue 

Girvom Baxery, Limitep—Creditors are macieel, ¢ on s before Dec 1, to send their 

names and addresses, and the SS — < their debts or laine, to Frederick 

White, King st, Gloucester. Treasure, Gloucester, solor for liquidator 

ease Nour Lock Sywp10ate, Eee ee for winding ak for White Oct 29, 
directed to be Kate ony — Nov 14. ae ee Bowen, 2, Princes —~ } oo 

Birmingham, solor for petners. o' of appearing must 

later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 13 


1 


Hh 


Jouyx Lyng tJ on Nov Woodbridge 28, Surey - on. Oe ay aa to be 
heard ‘ore t, on Nov 1 bridge. jurrey oe. & to petner. 
Notice of appearing’ must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 


Newport (8atop) Darry Co, Limrrep—Creditors are a on or before Dec 15. to 
dresses, a 


send their names and and the particulars of or claims, to William 
Wright ton, Hurlstone, Newport 
Rerorm Cius, WREXHAM, Sy are required, on or before Nov iy, to Lj 


their names and addresses, and gag — ig or claims, to Ed 

SouTHPorT Pavition anp WIinTER GarpEns Co, Lurep—Creditors ree on or 
before Dec 1, oe > th my bow names and addresses, and the particulars of he 
claims, to Th e, C.0, vies & Crane, 211, Lord Bosthont. Thre 
fall, Southport, chk Bacidatses ‘ “ 

Sreamsuip “ ALMA” Co, Limrrep (iv gp oo ag are required, on or before 
Jan 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Samuel Renny, Jocks Lodge, Arbroath. Bolam & Co, Sunderland, solors to liquidator 

Tuomas Crosstey & Co, po lips pe required, on or before Saturday, Dec 1, 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Oliv er, Prudential bldgs, Park row, Any Ford & Warren, Leeds, solors to liquidators 
London Gaszette.—Tunspay, Nov. 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
a e = —oney F I” eee, winding 

doeocnsene HODESIAN GoLp Estates, Limirep—Petn ited Nov 2, 
directed to be heard on Wednesday, Nov 14. Foss & Co, 5, Sendands ch olen for 
petner. Notice of appearing must the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Nov 13 

Compaanig CHARBONNIERE DE Pinxaré (Honerir), my ee for yoies up, pre- 
sented Nov 1, directed to be heard on Nov 14. Denton & Co, 15, Gray’s-inn sq, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 6 o’clock 
the afternoon of Nov 13 

Coore Tea Synpicate, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claima, to Ernest W: 
Winchester House, Old Broad st. Stibbard & Co, 21, Leadenhall st, solors to 

Emeraup (Rewarp) Gotp Mixina Co, Luntep (1n *LiquipaT1on)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Dec 10, to send their names and and the particulars of their deb 
or claims, to J. Jameson Truran, 184, Gresham House, Old Broad st 

Goutp & MAcKENzi®, Limit ap—Creditors tors are required, on or before Dec 2, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 2 ae 
iS So are at, Mansion House, Russell & Arnholz, 17, Gt Winchester 

iquida’ 

Grays Gout pen Crown, Liwirep—Petn for winding u up, ited Nov 1, directed to 
heard on Wednesday, Nov 14. Sutton & Oo. Sand 4, inchester st, for 
aioe ot appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
noon of Nov 1 

Linoteum Tite Co, Limirep—Creditors are my on or before Dec 6, to 
names and addresses, and the particulars of debts and claims, to ooh Hands, 
22, Stoke Newington rd 

Loxbon Portitayp Cement Co, Lawirep (1x 5 gare) ae are oa 
or before Dec 17, to send in their names and the particulars of bts 
or claims, to Frederic Samuel Warburg and Stuart James Hogg, 18, St Swithin’s lane. 
Renshaw & Co, solors for liquidators 

Pratt, Liairep-—Creditors are required, on or before Deo 31, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their ‘debts or claims, to Charles George Kistner, 184, 
Fenchurch st Jenkins & Co, 134, Fenchurch st, solors for liquidator 

Wit.iam Core, Litrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Deo 18, to send their names 
and addresses. and the culars of theirdebts or clainan, to Harry Hackett, A’ 
chmbrs, Temple row, Birmingham. ©’Connor, Birmingham, solor for liq 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 
Hexsworrn Ovv Buass Banv, Band Room, King’s Head Inn, Hemaworth, Wakefield, 


Yorks. Oct 31 


fe 
A i & i 


id 


| 


Lova Prince oy Waces Lover, Baaycn or tae BLArgNavow anv Portyroon Disraror 
- Granb Unrrap Oxver ov OppreL.ows Sociary, Prince of Wales Inn, Dowlais, Glam. 
Oct 30 


Ovincuam Frinwpty Bocieryy New Ino, Ovingham, Northumberland, Oct 30 








For Tunoar Tnurrarion anp Coven ‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
a | 8 prove effective, ‘They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 


in labelled tins, price 74d. and Ls, 1)d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, Londop.—[Avvr. ] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivax, Nov. 2. 
— |} eh Nov 30 Holland vy Ormrod and Hamilton 
Hooks, Huxar, Windeoe Bes her 30" Stephens v Wilkins, Stirling, J Richards, 


Sur dncoin's nm Seid Axws Suite, Newcomen Battersea Dec 4 Smith v Castle, 
. J Nichols, Sisters avenue, Lavender 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Nov 6. 
Sittirant, Recmatp Francis, Esq, Hounslow Barracks Dec 4 Poste v Sillifant, Far- 
well, J Harris, Exeter 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
° Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuiway, Nov. 2. 
dom, Domes Cuarwzs, South Kensington Novi3 Clowes & Co, King’s Bench walk, 


Awyprrsoy, Witt1Am Boye, Manchester, Merchant Decl Boote & Oy, ade 
Ayprews, Toomas Wiiuiam Cox, and Gzorcz Brurozp Ayprews, Norwich, Chemists 


Dec 15 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 
Aver, Soeece, Som Seaenge Says hi, Coane, Tobacco Manufacturer Decl Hogan & 


Bassett, WILLIAM, ie. Builder Nov 30 Matthews, Southwark st, Southwark 
Betts. Gronor W Wit.14M, Brampton, Huntingdon, Butcher Dec 17 Hunnybun & Sons, 


Semen Wa res, Jikeston, Dec 15 Thurman & Co, Ilkeston 
Brows, Jonx, Grange over Sands Dec12 Gatey, Ambleside 
CamppE.., Danret, Li Solicitor’s Clerk Dec3 Monkhouse, Liverpool 
Cary, Haynan Braves, Dec7 Clark & Cane, Brighton 

Davis, Dixau, Newcastle upon Tyne Nov 27 Bernstone, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Dewru, Hanger, Norwich Dec 15 Badd & Bacon, Ni Norwich 
te | Soe Gzorce Samvet, Lee, Kent, Engineer Nov 30 
Dow, Ly ADELAIDE, Bayswater Dec 8 Welman & Sons, ice ee 
Dow, Evz.iva Hanziet, Ealing Dec 3 Welman & Sons, Westbourne grove 
Evans, Cuances, Croydon, Surrey Nov 30 Hogan & Hughes, Martin’s In 
Froacart, Samvet, Lenton, Notts, Yarn Agent Dec 22 Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Hague, Cuantes, Oldham Dec10 Mills, Oldham 


Happen, ‘Avevusta, Burton, Latimer, 9 DL Kettering 17 Watson & Son, Lutterworth 
—— ~~ enemy Oscan Wiiu1am, JP, DL, , Northampton Dec1l0 Fishers, 


a, Pewee ae Jani Allisons & Allisons, Louth, Linc: 
Hoy.anp, Goprrey Marswanine, Wandsworth Dec 18 Ince & Co, Fenchurch st 
Houwt, Gzoneiana, Knightsbridge Dec7 Coode & Co, Bedford row 


Lex, Joux, Chester, Maltster Dec 10 Been OS), Wentagies 

Lan, Avice, Bolton Decl J & W Balshaw, 

Lenoy, Witt14m, = Nov 20 Heppenstall & Edmonds, 
Massena, Manzrua, Garvagh, Ireland Novy 30 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bedford 


Mex, Te Ayxe, Wardour st Nov13 Hands, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mourpay, James Henry, York Jani Cobb & Son, York 


— ; + Pesre Witi4ms, Rear Admiral in H M Royal Navy Nov 15 Bulteel 


we, 
Norrurop, Evtex, Huddersfield, Grocer Nov 16 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Pos, Rev Watson Butter van Norrex, Maidenhead, Berks Nor 30 Markby & Co, 


Coleman 
Pannis, Bow sno, Mascalls Bury, White Roothing, a Dunmow, Farmer Jan3 Crawley, 


Raitt, AnTHuR Dovetas, Wi Dec 15 hy wey oy ey 
Reppisi, Wim, Clapham rd coi Greenip & Oo, st, Mansion 





Ripeway, Conpgiia SUBREL, Dee 3 Waace a « =. Wi grove 

Rrorr, ANNE, Ni Decl & Bird, Liverpool 

Savrer, Mancanret, Ethel rd, Victoria Docks Jan1 Brewer, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Sauier, Kars, urst, Hants DecS Bolton & le grdns, Temple 

Suanpr, Anrave, Richmond DecS Smith & Burrell, 

Sxivxer, Groner WILLS, Devon Dec 84 Steele, Ashburton 

Sounpy, Wiiiiam Parncy, Water In, Gt Towerst DeciS Tompkins, inn 
Newspaper Edivor Dec 1 ws & Co, 


vax, Witiiam Currarys, 
Birmingham 
En a ee Dec 15 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset 
eq 
Doone, Semeee, Combetans ten, Rapte Sust: Dec 30 Tooth & Bloxam, Lincoln's 


Wuernam, Gaacs, Bridport, Dorset Novié Whetham, 
Wurraxsn, Francis Sauvet, Derby, Dee 30 OE Sale & Son, Derby 
Wuiraxker, Mary Axy, Derby Dec J & W H Sale & Son. Derby 

Waurraxras, Sawcxt, Derby Dec 30 J & WH Sale & Son, Darby 
Warr, Tuomas Mans, Saltiey, Birmingham, Beerhouse 


Witrsox, Epwarp Watrtsr, Tpneein, Basiee Dec @i Peake & Oo, Sleaford 
Wimax, Joux Norro.x, Dewsbury, York Jani Hirst, 

neN, Hanger Evizasera Suera Difracombe 
Wares, Hayaierra Savits Suzrugnp, 








Wakntrne To rntenpine Hovse Pvacuassrs anp Lassaes.—Before 


years. Teegnens, ** Sanitation,” London.—{Apvr.] 

Why Pay Rent P—A Mortgage is offered by the Scorrmsx 
Teupsrance Lirr Orricr over ved House Property, repayable by 
half yearly instalmenta, whith mer be hess than the sont. A great feature 
ie hat bn eoeenel Get, Ge Oo sare Deane ay See, 


Loader Ome, OO. 96, Queen ee 3.4, wy awed ' — 











































































































36 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 10, 1906. 





— 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Toxspay, Oct, 30. 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Morcay, Rowtann A A, Russia ct, Cheapside High Court 
Rec Ord July 4 Rese Oct 24 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 


BewJ Min, ce Sets eld, Picture Frame Maker Sheffield 
Adjud Feb 18, 1837 Annul Oct 25, 1900 

Caoxrros Agrave Wituim, Dudley. Coal Merchant 

Dadley Adjud Dec 6, 1897 ange Rage 1900 

Moysz, , fy Cariton Colville, 8: i nee 
Gt Yarmouth AdjudJan15 Annul 0: 

Vanier, Ricnarp, —— Brighton ajuda Oct 18, 
1899 Annul Oct 19, 1900 


London Gasetie,—Faipay, Nov. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ayitwarp, Hexry Prion, Manchester, Optician Man- 
chester Pet Ord 


Oct 29 29 

Baxer, E J, Tabernacle st, Stick Manufacturer High 
a Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 30 
7 we rT rn, Oxford st, Hosier High Court Pet Oct 
1 

Beuu, Epwarp, Preston in Holderness, —* Clerk 
Kingston upon Hall Pet Oct 15 Ord Ost 2 

—_ of mtan Maidenhead, Carman Windsor Pet 


Bowsess, Pama Darii n, Neg Traveller 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 3 

Brockweii, Wittram Georcz, Manches'er, , EE 
Manchester Pat Oct 23 Ord Oc 

Caxwox, Joux, Sheffield, Tailor Shefisla Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 


Cuark, Witiiam Ricnazp, Bishopston, Bristol, Mechanic 
Bristol Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Conptyrre, Franxx, Horton, nr Leek, Stafford, Farmer 
Macclesfield 


n, 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Carrcatow, Sanan Ann, Uttoxeter, Draper Burton on 


Crook, Joux Sire tetox, Hyde, Chester, Ice Cream Dealer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
a Samcst, Wednesfield, wer Steel Trap Maker 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
ah. Samuvet, Bourn, Cambs, Publican Cambridge Pet 
Oc+ 30 Ord Oct 30 


Hagpwicks, Tuomas Wiiu1au, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat 
Manufacturer Luton Pet Oct 3) Ord Oct 30 

Hagpy, Joux, Salisbury, Wilts, Plasterer Salisbury Pet 

Ot 30 Ord Oct 30 


Hagtiey, Youse, Shuttleworth, Lancs, Drysalter Bolton 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
aos a = Tiptoa, Toll Collector Dudley Pet 


Suen Wr. -— Carsitor st, Gaenemry 
Dancer High Court Pet Sept 3 Ord Oct 3 “ 
Hogutez, Apz., Brislington, Bristol, Builder Bristel 


Hvuppizestos, Hexry, Ansty, Leicester, Boot Manu- 
factarer Leicester Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 29 
aS Coe Merthyr Tydvil Pet Oct 29 


iawn, aa,» Lye Herefords, Farmer Hereford 

ines, ey Wosdside, Innkeeper Dudley Pet Oct 29 

Looe, H Hazrsa.t, Sixth av, Manor Park High Court 
Pet Oct 3 Ord Oct 31 


Litriz, Gzorct, Lazonby, Cumberland, Qu Manager 

Carlisle Pet Oct 29 Ord Ost 29 See 

Maxey, Wittiam Tomas, and Wittiam Arsoip, &t 
— Drapers Hastings Pet Oct 30 Ord 


Mezzprtx, Riczazp, Bracklyn st, New Fad rd, Cow- 
High Court Pet Oct 80 Ord Oct 


Morcas, Morcas, W: Commercial rd, Provision 
Dealer High ourt Pet Oct. Ord Oct 8 

Morea, Roszrt, Shirley, Southampton, amid 
Traveller Soathanghes’ Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 

BRicuarpsos, Ricaazo Wii, Rother 
Sheffield Pet Oct30 Ord Oct 30 

Rocers, Sauve., Pentre, Glam, Boot Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


Sraypisn, Pezperice Ricaanp, Ormskirk, Lanes, Traveller 
Li Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 31 


Tavtor, Faasces Evizapern, song Ten Refreshment 
| Sac maaae Scarbo Oct 31 Ord 


Tirtow, Writism, Endell st. ions Acre, Builder High 

ee , Baler, Yorks, Rag 
ALKER, Loe ENRY a, or 
Merchants Dewsbury € 


Tyre Repairer 


Warrrts, Josian, Warrington, Painter Warrington Pet 
= Oct 33 —— * - 

TLLLAMS, OM AS VAN, a Geneurglyn, 

yy a Builder Aberystwyth Pet Oct 31 Ord 


Woon, Bicaazv, Lianrwst, Wheelwright Port- 
made Bean Obonel 


Watout, Saucer Serrreca, ey igen, Norfolk, Hatter 
Lymm Pet Oct Ord 
Yarns, x pm, Newtown, ete Turf Commission 
Agent Leeds Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 20 
Youn, Wrrasax, Mecneteeh dhostes, Farmer Manchester 
Pet Oct 2 ‘Ord Oct 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aowt, Cates, Aylesbary, Baildez Nov 9 at 3 Bank- 


aowaates Mov 9 at 12 





Baxter, ay Oxford st, Hosier Novi2at12 Bank- 
aor st 


Brut, wane, reston in Solicitor’s Clerk 
Woy 9 at 11’ Off Bes, Trinity House ln, Hull 

Buazesy, Rosert, and Caarues Beck, Blackburn, Ware- 
housemen Noy 9 at 3.15 Off Reo, Byrom st, Man- 


Cows, Jonn Amos, Brotton in Cleveland, York, Beerseller 
Novy 14at3 Of Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborou: 

Crave, Witwiam, jun, Forncett St Peter, Norfolk, Miller 
Nov 10 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Crarronitow, Sanan Ayn, Uttoxeter, Draper Nov 9 at 2 
Off Rec, 47, Fall st, Darb 

CusTanog. FaepERIck a, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat 
Manufacturer Novy 9 at 11.3) Chamber of Commerce, 


George st, Luton 

Dattox, Grorce Wit.i4m, te, Blacksmith Nov 10 
atll Off Ree, 68, Castle anterbury 

Dopesox, Joszpx Henry, My Builder 


Nov 9 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ie See sf, Bescon 


Eaves, Freperick, St Martin’s —— Victualler 
Nov 9 at 2.30 Lt 
Evanovitor, Gussge, a, iecmebery Nov 9 at 11 
of 8 
ge Nov 9 


Evans, Gairritx, Pwllheli, Carnarv 
at 12 chm! 


Fe.iiseuam, James, Brighton, et lly Hemover Nov 9 
at ll Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighto 
a > — Bessie, Lower oting Nov 9 at12 24, 


y app, London 
Greaamn ‘i Wanner, Bo Liverpool, Builder Nov 
14at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Vic! st, Liverpool 
Green, Gzorcz Henry, Ross, ord, Baker Nov 12at 
10 2, Offa st, 
Hewitt, Wri, Tipton, rT Collector Nov 12 at 11 
Off Rec, pany my Hm Dudley 
Hirxiss, po Moszs, Stou: tbridge, Baker Nov 12 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton = Dudley 
we Wins, aaa 
12at3 Off Rec, Wi Sickeaeeen 
Hiopouserone, ate Of Bes, 1 ta Bo Bam 
ov 9a " iter 
Hotsx, Faascis Epwarp, Earistown, Lasecs, Clerk Nov 
12at2.30 Off Kes, Bvrom st, Maashester 
Lewis, Tuomas, Diaed ay Wereford, Farm:r Nov 12 at 10 
2, Offa st, Heret o-d 
a Josep, Dudiev, Worcesters, Innk: Nov 12 
at 113) Off Res, Wolverhampton st, 


t, 
Lockyer, Horace Henay, how app. Shepkerd’s Bush, 

_—— Nov 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
ey 


MoSuayz, Joun, Liverpool, Grocer Nov 14 at 12 Off 

Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
MansHatt, Henry, and Bexsauix Davison AppLEBy, 
by, Builders Nov 9 at 12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, 


Der 
Masos, . Ivoz, Jater Houses, nr Osmotherley, Yorks, 
Nov 19 at 11.30 Court westneSerten 
ov 13 


Maycoox, Hexsrey Wittiam, Manor Park, 
at il ldgs, y 
Metym.e, Watter, Wood Green, Builder Nov 12 at 3 
Off Ree, 95, chmbrs, Temple av 
borough Noviéats Off Rec, 
rd, Middlesborough 
Moreax, Morcas, Watney st, Commercial rd, Provision 
Merchant Nov9at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Moreas, Roseet, Shirley, Southampton, Commercial 
seen Nov 12at3 Off Rec, 172, High st, South- 


Mowxs, Mazarey, 
8, Albert 


ampton 

Oyatey, H, jun, Dorking, 8 Fishmonger Novy 9 at 
11.30 2 “ibeeg ena, London B 

Pacx woop, 


tLL1am Henry, ee Wee Public house 
Manager Noy 12 at3 30 Off Rec olverhampton st, 
Dudley 
Perry, Sauce. Wit.iam, Penge, Sur: 


Batcher Nov 9 
at 1230 24, Railway app, London 
Powett, CHartes Saxvos, Al on Lancs, Corn 
Broker Nov 14 at2 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liver pool 
Racx, Wootr Lesser, Whitechapel, _- - Silk Goods 
Noy 12at12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey 
Suarp, Ropert, PE mer = p= Tees Praitercr Nov 14 at3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert Lad’ Middlesborouge 
Sura, Lzoxanp Goutper, South Shore, Bockood, oct, Sige 
Writer Nov9at3 Off 14, Chapel st, P 
Stivtoy, SaRan —— cea Dealer or 13 at 12 at 10 


2, Offa st, 
Grocer Novy 21 at 3 


Tzivorp JaMzs, Cc 
Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Cmnret, 5 Lf cog orthampton, Builder Nov 10 at 


11.30 Rec, Bridge st, Nor' 
Witsos, Grouse we. Mansfield, Notts, Baker Nov 9 
at 12 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


Wiwsiavz, ee North Petherton, Somersets, Baker 
Nov 10at11 W H Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 

Waicnat, Tuomas Apamus, Hav Suffolk, Wine Mer- 
chant Nov 12 at 12 Off Rec, 96, Temple chmbrs, 


by av 
Wrio, Grorcz Dowson, Bishop Aukland, Butcher Nov 9 
at4 Off 26, John st, ederiand 
Yarzs, Gzonez Hexay, Newton, Leeds, Turf 

Agent Nov 9 at li Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aviwanrp, Hexay Prion, Manchester, Optician Manchester 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
Bisnor, Cuances, Maidenhead, Berks, Carman Windsor 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Bowwnss, bey oe cial Traveller 


Commer 
Stockton on Tees Peon ee Ord Oct 30 
Brionruas, Atyexp, , Straw Hat Manu- 


fi High Court Pet Ord Oct 
lactarer if 2 
Brockewett, Wittias Rng 1B Nurseryman 
Manchester PeOct 2% Ord Uct 29 
Cammone Jons, Tailor Bhothiela Pet Oct 30 Ord 
ps 





Conpuyrrs, Fraxx, Rushton, Staffs, Farmer Macclesfield 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
re at Brighton Brighton Pet Oct 25. Ord 


Carrcutow, Saran Any, Uttoxeter, Draper Burton on 
Trent Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
Cnoox, Joux SixGtetox, Hyde, Chester, Ice Cream Dealer 
ton under Lyne Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Custancz, Farperick Epwiy, Luton, Bedford, - ~ ad Hat 
Manufacturer Luton Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 3 


Emery, Evwarp, Hanley, Builder Hanley nl Oct 1 
Ord Oct 28 


Emery, Samvet, bets yey Staffs, Steel Trap Maker 
Wolverhampton Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Fospick, Eten Bessiz, LowerfTooting Wandsworth Pet 
Aug 29 Ord Oct 30 

Gavar, Sauvet, Bourn, Cambs, Publican Cambridge Pet 
Oct 80 Ord Oct 30 ‘ 

Haxpy, Joux, Salisbury, Wilts, Plasterer Salisbury Pet 
Oct 80 Ord Oct 


Hartisy, Youre, Shuttleworth, Lancs, Drysalter Bolton 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 81 

Baws, 5 Wiu14mu, Tipton, Toll Collector Dudley Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 


Pl 
Jepps, Henry Cuarues, Sunderland, Average Adjuster 
Sunderland Pet Oct4 Ord Oct 31 
Jonzs, Aasens Davip, Hackney, ; oe Victualler 
h Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Sept 1 
Kine. Joszrs, Brithdir, Glam, } ang Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Oct 29 Ord 29 
a a © Cardiff, Boot Dealer Oardiff Pet 


rd Oct 31 
Kxicut, Freperick ey 5 — a st, Merchant High 
Court Pet July 19 Ord Oct 


La Feuitrape, Artuur, Union a Borough, Licensed 
Victualler Court PetSept14 0; Oct 27 
Lewis, Tuomas, Dinedor, Herefords, Farmer Hereford 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 
Lauey, Joserx, Woodside, Innkeeper Dudley Pet Oct 29 
Li Limp aw L by, Cu petend, Q Manager 
TTLE, GEORGE, t77 y, Cum ar 
Carlisle Pet O29 Ord Oct 2 ad 
Mamas some Escnedt ieee” Liverpool Pet Oct 26 


Merepirs, Ricuarp, Bracklyn st, New North rd, Cow- 
keeper High Court Pet Oot 30 Ord Oct 30 


ery “FF Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
OP Denrnte = nos, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Sept 28 


0; 
Pearce, Emity, Ludgate am, "rn Victualler High 
Court Pet 


tAug4 Ord O 
Przirrer, ALo1s, Bermondsey, 1 Victualler High Court 
Pet 11 Ord Oct 


Powe, CHAaBLEs Soeen. Allerton, Lancs, Corn Broker 
Liverpool Pet Oct4 Ord Oct 31 

Ricnarpsoy, Ricnasp Wi..iam, Rotherham, Yorks 

od Sax, Petes as, ‘Boo Dealer Pontypridd 
ERS EL, Pen 
Pet Oct 29 Ord O 


Scraaa, es oe Trent, Pattern Maker 
T ot aa Tres, Pet nt as Oat bet " deasbosvugh 
ame NCES ZABETH. ro 
. ea g Be iret A B ha 
ILLOTSON, LEY, on, uctioneer 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct . nig! 
Tiprex, Wetsane Beall” st, Long Acre, Builder High 
Cor Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Wa xer, Luxe, and Henry Waker, Batley, York, Rag 
Merchants Dewsbury Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Wartsoy, Hewry, Urmston, Lancs, Cycle Tyre Repairer 
w agg nnd Pet Oct 90° Ord Oct 30 Pr 
ELLS, Freep, Nottingham, Lamplig’ ham 
Pet Oct 30 Ord : — 


Wuirttet, Jostan, Warrington, Painter Watrington Pet 
Oct 80 Ord Oct 80 
Witpmax, Stepney, Yeadon, Worsted Spinner Leeds 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 30 
—, THomas Eva, Llanfih =e Geneurglyn, Cardi- 
Builder Aberystwith Pet Oct 81 Ord Oct 31 


Wooo. Bi Ricuarp, Lianrwat, Denbighs, tp eae Port- 
madoc Pet Oct 381 Ord Oct 3 


Yates, GzorcEe met ee a Leeds, Turf 
sion Agent Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Youn, Sy e ~O-T Chester, Farmer Manchester 


29 Ord Oct 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Hurcnisox, Saran, Manchester, Grocer Manchester 


Adjud Sept 13,1899 Annul Oct 26, 1900 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced im procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


R. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C. a(Cuin®, 
First Class Honours, late Scholar of Christ Ch 
Editor of Devath Edition of “ Smith’s Manual of Common 
Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE for the 
Bar and University Law Examinations by Day, Evening, 


Fs ied and May, 190 —43 sent up, 36 
oat obtaining a Second Class, 
June, 1900—7 pupils (all those sent up) successful in 
University Law Examination. 














y 
Crank, Wittiam Bicnanp, Bi " Mechanic 
Bristol Pet Oct 2 omy — 





Address, 11, New-court, Carey-street, W.0, 





